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S U M M A R Y
The Privy Council was still an important part of 
the machinery of government in the period from 1679 to 
1714. The Cabinet Council was in existence in some form 
all this time, though its development vms not smooth and 
consistent; but the fact that the sovereign's closest 
advisers met in a semi-formal group did not necessarily 
detract from the activity of the Council, as the Cabinet 
was essentially the place where decisions were made, and 
the Council the means by which they were put into effect. 
However, the Cabinet did gradually undertake administrative 
as well as policy-making functions, and so came to take 
over work formerly belonging to the Privy council. 
Simultaneously, the departments of state were becoming more 
indpendent and powerful, and consequently the uses of the 
unspecialized Privy Council diminished. iMevertheless, at 
no time before 1714 was the Council made wholly important, 
nor was it superseded in importance by its own committees.
The Council met often, both with and without the 
* sovereign present. It handled, a very large araouiiu of
business, its head, the Lord President, was usually one 
of the most important ministers of his day. The Council 
had an efficient office system, and a staff of Clerks who 
were very competent professional administrators, and whose 
interests outside the Council provided informal contacts 
with nearly every part of the administration of this 
country and its overseas possessions.
When all this is taken into account, the decisive 
part played by the Council in the last days of Queen Anne ^s 
reign does not seem such an isolated incident as it usually 
appears to be. The Council was deeply involved in the day 
to day vjorkings of the government. The decline of the 
privy Council can be over emphasised, when the Council’s 
administrative work is not acknowledged.
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CHAPTER
INTRODUCTION
This thesis attempts a study of the Privy Council 
as a working part of the government of England in the period 
1679 to 1714. Much information about the Council has 
already been collected, especially by the late Mr. E.R. 
Turner,^ but the work being done by the Council at this 
time has not been adequately described. In the long 
perspective of the Council’s history this period cannot but 
appear as one of decline: the Privy Council is seen to have
enjoyed its era of greatest power and influence under the 
Tudors and early Stuarts, and seems by the later seventeenth 
century to have been sinking slowly into a state of inactivity 
and insignificance. Not surprisingly, also, historians 
have been the more ready to dismiss the Council in order to 
concentrate upon the beginnings of the Cabinet. This view, 
however, obscures the large amount of practical administra­
tive work being done by the Privy Council of the late 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, and makes it 
unnecessarily difficult to understand the nineteenth century 
renaissance of the Council as an instrument of administration.
The decline of the Council can be over-emphasised.
In this period the modern departments of government were in
1. see Appendix B. A note on Turner.
their infancy. The Treasury had only just extricated
itself from the chrysalis of the medieval Exchequer, and
cannot be said to have emerged as a department of state
much before 1676.^ The Home Office and Foreign Office,
though they were foreshadowed in the rapidly increasing
power and scope of the Secretaries of State, were not to
be organized on modern lines until the end of the eighteenth 
2
century.  ^ The Admiralty had admittedly attained what may 
be called departmental status, though for the greater part 
of this period a Lord High Admiral, not a modern type of 
Board, was in office. Military affairs were to remain the 
particular concern of the sovereign for some time to come.
Of course, while modern departments did not exist, neither 
did government activity in anything like a modern sense.
But in so far as the government was active - and during 
this period wars made increasing demands for efficient
I
governmental activity - it was the Privy Council that to a 
large extent carried out the work to be done. Among the 
emergent departments of state, the Privy Council, with its 
ancient prestige and traditional adaptability was the 
natural centre of the administrative life of the nation.
The strength of the Council must be appreciated before its 
decline can be properly assessed.
1. Baxter, S.B. The Development of the Treasury, 1660-1702
(1957) 66, and passim.
2. Thomson, M.A. The Secretaries of State, 1681-1782
(1932, Oxford) pas'sim;---------------- ----------
In this period the sovereign still played the 
largest part in executive government, and the Council was 
a tool ready to his hand. Policy was indeed ceasing to 
he framed in the Privy Council, and this role in government 
was beginning to be shared by the King with the Cabinet.
But administration could still be carried on through the 
Council, which had close connections with both King and 
Cabinet. Emphasis has been laid by several scholars on 
the part played by the Privy Council in the government of 
the colonies in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.^ 
Less attention has been paid to its activity in other parts 
of the nation’s affairs. The government of England in 
the period 1679 to 1714 was still in a sense conciliar.
Misunderstanding of the Council’s position can 
most easily result from a too-modern interpretation of the 
state of the constitution, which tends to assume that the 
departments of state were fully fledged and Cabinet 
government in full flov/er from the reign of Charles II 
onwards. The Civil Wars were indeed a great divide, and
1. e.g. Grant, W.L. & Munro, J. Acts of the Privy Council 
of England : Colonial Series (1908-12 j I, xi, VI, vi. The 
history of the English government’s colonial activities 
has been well covered by this work and by:- 
Andrews, C.M. British Committees, Commissions, and 
Councils of Trade and Plantations, Iïï22-l675 (190^ 7' 
Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins Pre ss].
Bieber, R.P. Lords of Trade and Plantations, 1675-1696 
(1919, Allentown, Pennsylvaniaj.
Dickerson, O.M. American Colonial Government, 1696-1765 
(1912, Cleveland, Ohioj.
the constitution of 1660, (as modified in 1688), can he 
seen to be basically the modern constitution. King and 
Parliament were no longer opposed in an irremediable 
deadlock, and although the House of Lords was probably 
still equal in importance to the House of Commons, the 
Lower House was v/ell on its v/ay to its classical position 
of pre-eminence. After 1688 financial necessity clinched 
the superiority of Parliament and enhanced the importance 
of the Commons within Parliament. Nevertheless, in spite 
of these signs of modernity, constitutional continuity 
was strong, and more markedly in the administrative than 
in any other part of the government. A small symptom of 
the administration’s resistance to change may be discerned 
in the extent to which legalistic influences still permeated 
the processes of government. The Council, in particular, 
acted often in a quasi-judicial capacity.
Since one of the main features of administrative 
history is continuity in the face of political and other 
changes, it is not easy to divide it into exact periods, 
and it might seem unwise to look for marked divisions 
within a period of only thirty-five years. But adminis­
tration is inextricably linked to politics, and it would be 
an even greater mistake to treat it too much as a subject 
apart, especially in such an unsettled time as the late 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. Thus, Turner 
misses some of the significance of the changes in the
Council's activity by treating its work in one block from 
1660 to 1714, and not differentiating it sufficiently either 
within that period or from what went before and what came 
afterwards.^ A chronological arrangement has therefore 
been adopted in dealing with the work of the Council. The 
divisions that have been chosen are the natural ones of the 
different reigns - taking the last years of Charles II's 
reign together v/ith the reign of James II. These divisions 
are not hard and fast ones between self-contained periods.
The year 1688, though it might seem to be the most obvious 
of points of division, is itself doubtful: one of the
questions that arises is what difference the fall of James II 
and the accession of V/illiam and Mary made to the English 
administration. There are strong reasons for arguing in 
general, and the case of the Privy Council in particular 
seems to support the argument, that 1694 is the date at 
which the changes implicit in the Revolution of 1688 became 
effective. Nevertheless, these three periods so divided 
do each have a certain character of their own, and one of
1. Plumb, J.H. "The Organization of the Cabinet in the 
Reign of Queen Anne" T.R.H.S. 5th series, no.7 (1957) 
155, says that the greatest confusion has been caused 
by the attempts of Turner and others to describe a 
system of cabinet government which was coherent for 
several reigns.
the main arguments to he advanced is that the contrast 
between the reigns of William and of Anne is greater than 
that between the reigns of William and of James II and 
Charles II.
It is tempting simply to divide the work of the 
Council into broad subject categories - foreign, domestic, 
colonial, for instance. Such a division might even 
produce a more clear-cut picture than emerges from the 
chronological treatment that has been adopted. For the 
sake of clarity the complicated subjects of the Cabinet and 
of Committees in their relation to the Council have been 
treated analytically, although the dangers of ignoring 
chronology are as great as those referred to in connection 
v/ith the work of the Council. There seems to be no great 
advantage in a chronological arrangement for the third 
section of this work, so ,the subjects of the Lord President 
and the organization and personnel of the Council Office 
have been taken individually.
An important factor differentiating the Privy 
Council from the other departments of government in this 
period is its direct and intimate contact with the sovereign 
From this results the oddity of the office of Lord President 
of the Council. The Lord President’s position did not 
correspond with that of other great officers of state.
Like them his sphere of activity was bounded by the 
activities of the sovereign in person, but unlike them it
7was limited also in the direction of departmental 
responsibility. The Lord President was very often 
subordinated in his own sphere by the presence of the 
sovereign at Council meetings. His position as a great 
officer of state was somewhat anomalous since he was 
neither the executive head of a ne'w government department 
nor the holder of an ancient household office. Yet he 
seems always to have been regarded as one of the half- 
dozen great officers, and to have been a member of the 
Cabinet throughout the period. It may well be asked 
whether the revival of the office of Lord President in 
1679 had any constitutional significance as well as its 
immediate political value to the King, and what was the 
relation of the President to politics and administration 
in the years that followed. For part of the answer to 
that question it is obviously helpful to discover exactly 
what administrative machinery the Lord President had at 
his disposal and to say how he compared in this respect 
with the heads of other government offices. An examination 
of the Privy Council Office is therefore necessary both to 
throw light on the obscurity of the Lord President’s role 
in government, and to make a final assessment of the admin­
istrative scope of the Council itself possible.
Mention has been made of the increasing 
importance of the legislature at the expense of the executive
8in the Restoration period - what has been called "the
beginning of Parliamentary m o n a r c h y " T h e  attitude of
the. House of Commons to the Privy Council in this period,
though not of great importance in itself, reveals something
of the changing constitutional position of the Council.
In Tudor times the Privy Councillors in the House of Commons
had served as a link between Crown and Commons, a mutually
helpful arrangement, but one from which the Crown got
greater advantages than the Commons. In the reigns of
James I and Charles I the control exercised by the Crown
2
through the Councillors broke dovm. Not until Walpole 
and his successors in the eighteenth century achieved the 
position of ’Minister in the Commons for the King, and 
Minister for the Commons in the Closetwas a really 
satisfactory working arrangement found to substitute for the 
Privy Councillors of Elizabeth’s reign. Meanwhile, Crown 
and Commons were often at cross-purposes - unless the 
Commons were momentarily carried along by a wave of 
enthusiastic loyalty or skilfully channelled by the King 
and his ministers. But the Commons’ emancipation from the
1. Keir, D.L. The Constitutional History of Modern Britain,
1485-1951 (5th ed. 1953) 230.
2. Willson, B.H. The Privy Councillors in the House of
Commons, 1604-1629 (1940, University of MinnesotaPress,
Minneapolisj 4.
3. Owen, J.B. The Rise of the Pelhams (1957) 38-39
9tutelage of the Privy Councillors did not lessen their 
suspicion of them.
In the debates of the House of Commons this 
suspicion was a recurrent theme. Even the vestiges of the 
Councillors* control of the Commons, the customs of Privy 
Councillors carrying messages to the King and of Privy 
Councillors nominating the Speaker, were loudly 
resented.^ These attacks have the appearance of being 
genuine grievances with Members of Parliament, as well as 
convenient sticks to beat the government with - and, indeed, 
there is nothing surprising in such a body as the House of 
Commons fighting over again battles already won. At the
Revolution the work of the Long Parliament was echoed by the
2
abolition of the Council of Wales; in the Act of 
Settlement a clause was inserted requiring Privy Councillors 
to sign their names to the advice they gave the sovereign;^ 
after the Union the first Parliament of Great Britain 
passed an Act abolishing the Scottish Privy Council, against 
the wishes and intentions of the government of the day.^
1. Grey, A. Debates of the House of Commons (1769)
VI, 95, 411, 4171 IX, 458, 459.
2. I William and Mary, c. XXVII.
3. 12 & 13 William and Mary, c. II
4. 6 Anne, c. VI.
Trevelyan, G.M. England Under Queen Anhe (ed.l948) 
II, 336. -----------------------
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Grey’s record of debates in the House of Commons 
shows how often attacks were made there upon the Privy 
Council, and how they switched in time from the Council to 
the Cabinet. In December 1678 and March 1679 criticism
ran especially high.^ During the Popish Plot scare M.P.’s 
thought that the Council was not energetic enough in its
measures, and were suspicious that it might hold back evidence
2
or prejudice witnesses: Sir Robert Southwell, as the
Clerk of the Council most concerned in the investigation, 
had to defend himself in the Commons against charges of 
suppressing evidence.^  When the King rejected the Militia 
Bill, there was an outcry against the Council,but 
during the debate speakers turned their attention from it to 
the Cabinet - Mr. Williams declared, "I know none as a 
Council for Foreign Affairs. It is not known in law", 
and Mr. Powle complained of, "A Cabinet Council, that takes 
things out of the hands of the Privy Council". The 
debate ended with a representation against private advisers.^ 
In the face of such criticism, followed up by the
attacks on Danby, Charles's reform of the Council was a
Tl Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England, Vol.IV. 
(1938) 105.
2. Grey, A. op.cit. VI, 119, 131, 163, 294; VII, 77-78.
3. Ibid. VII, 56-63.
4. Ibid. VI, 301-314.
5. Ibid. 313.
6. C.J. IX, 551.
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calculated bid for the confidence of the Commons.
Whatever its sincerity, the bid failed of its purpose.
Even Temple, who took credit for the scheme, admitted that
it was coldly received by the House of Commons and regarded
as a "new Court-juggle"; and the historian Ralph comments
that the King’s speech was not acknov/ledged by the customary
address.^ Only one week after the reform, in the debate
on preserving the King’s person. Col. Birch declared that,
"The Council is the same still, and I never expect better
success as long as we have such counsel ... Are we come
here to give money, for some few nev/ men being put into the
2
Privy Council?" In particular, the inclusion of the Duke 
of Lauderdale in the new Council was resented by the 
Commons: on 6 May, Mr. Montagu, Sir Francis V/innington,
Col. Titus and Mr. Garroway all joined in the cry against 
him, Garroway concluding that, "this change of the Council 
has done us no great good; the old leaven is there still. 
Again, on 14 May, Mr. Whorwood asked for the reason why 
Lauderdale had not been dismissedSir Nicholas Carew 
said, "Here has been an alteration of Privy Councillors, but
still here is the same lump of leaven left" <And Sir Eliah
Harvey said, "We have new Counsellors, but I fear we have so 
many old ones, that we are on the same bottom still.
1. Grey, A. op.cit. VII, 129 n. 4. Ibid. 268.
2. Ibid. 144-145. 5. Ibid. 270.
3. Ibid. 197. 6. Ibid. 275.
12
Attacks on Privy Councillors who survived the 
reform of 1679 were paralleled by attacks on those who 
survived the Revolution of 1688. On 1 June 1689 Mr. Howe 
declared that men who had been in King James’s Privy 
Council were not fit to be in King William’s.^ He repeated
the charge three days later and was supported by Sir Henry
2
V/inchcomb. In the debate of 13 June the Cabinet Council 
was named and the King urged to remove from it anyone who 
had served King James.^ Yet another attack was made on 
19 June, on "those who were of King James’s Council, and 
now in Counsel and Employment.... There are severail in 
Council not our F r i e n d s . I n  this debate and that of the 
preceding day suspicion of the Council was voiced by 
Mr. Sacheverell and Serjeant Wogan, who maintained that it 
would be unsafe to leave to the Council the duty of taking 
a declaration against Popery from a future sovereign, both 
for fear the Council would not fulfil its duty and because 
such a duty would give too much pov/er to the Council.
William Bridgeman, the Clerk of the Council who had acted as 
secretary to the Ecclesiastical Commission, was given an 
unfriendly examination at the Bar;^ and when it was moved to 
exclude the Commissioners from the Bill of Indemnity Sir John
Guise made a speech attaching the blame for the Commission
r. Grey, A", op.cit. IX, 2'76-2771 4- Ibid. 3491
2. Ibid. 281. 5. Ibid. 345, 451.
3. Ibid. 306-307. 6. Ibid. 339.
13
1
to the Privy Council. Again, on 2 December, Mr. Poley
said, "It is impossible the King and Kingdom should be safe
as long as persons are in Council that have sat in King
2
James’s Council." And, on 14 December, Mr. John Hampden 
Jun. said, "I meddle not with the Government. I am not for 
a Commonwealth ... I am for removing those who were of King 
James’s Council, and who would have persuaded the Prince of 
Orange to return.
The Commons were always up against the difficulty 
of discerning the Crovm’s true advisers. when a particular 
minister, like Danby, could not be singled out for attack 
by impeachment, the Commons had to fall back upon general 
resolutions in the tradition of the Grand Remonstrance of 
1641 - that the King should employ ministers "such as the 
Parliament may have cause to confide in." The debate of 
14 December 1689, from which part of Hampden’s speech is 
quoted above, ended in a resolution that the King be 
addressed "to find out the authors of Miscarriages, and to 
Appoint Affairs to be managed by Persons unsuspected, and 
more to the safety of His Majesty and satisfaction of his 
s u b j e c t s . O n  23 November 1692, in a Grand Committee on
1. Grey, A. op.cit. IX, 382.
2. Ibid. 473.
3. Ibid. 488.
4. C.J. X, 309.
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advice to the King, Mr. Foley successfully moved a resolution
asking the King to employ men of known integrity and fidelity.^
This motion, together with a more extreme one that His
Majesty should "employ in his Counsels, and Management of
his Affairs, such persons only whose Principles oblige them
to stand by him, and his Right, against the late King James,
and all other Pretenders v/hatsoever", was reported on 11
2
January 1693, but was not adopted by the House. The 
Commons' dilemma had been expressed by Sacheverell in a 
debate on Tangier on 2? November 1680, "If there be a Cabal, 
and we cannot come at them, the King is as unsafe as we."^
Sir Henry Capel asserted the constitutional position of the 
Privy Council in 1681 in a typically conservative phrase,
"The King has his Council to advise with, established by law, 
and that in Corners and Chambers is not our Council of 
E n g l a n d . T h e  problem was still baffling the Commons after 
the Revolution, as appears from the debate of 13 June 1689, 
when Mr. Howe said, "I knov/ not how to take notice of the 
Cabinet Council, nor what it means; I know not whether it
R
be a lawful Council." The "visible part of the Privy 
Council", as distinguished from the secret Cabinet Council, 
was commended on 1 April 1690,  ^and on 21 November 1692 
Capt. Mordaunt commented in the same vein, "I know no Great
1. Grey, A. op.cit. X, 274, 279. 4. Ibid. 280.
2. C.J. X, 775. 5. Ibid. IX, 307.
3. Grey, A. op.cit. VIII, 102. 6. Ibid. X, 34.
15
Council of the Nation, but here and the Privy Council,
without a private Cabal", and Mr. Wharton said, "For the
Civil Government, the Council is the soul of all ... In
intermission of Parliaments, Kings have consulted with their
Privy Councils; formerly they went not into lesser Cabals.
The debate two days later, which led to the adoption of
2
Foley's motion, already mentioned, produced several 
pronouncements on the Cabinet. Sir William Strickland said, 
"I would not have the management in such hands for the future ; 
but this cannot be while we have a Cabinet Council"; Mr. 
Waller said, "'Cabinet-Council' is not a word to be found in 
our law books. We knew it not before : we took it for a
nick-name"; and Mr. Goodwin vharton said, "things are 
concerted in the Cabinet, and then brought to the Council 
That has not been the method of England. If this method be, 
you will never know who gives advice. In 1694, on 26 
January, in the Grand Committee on the King's rejecting the 
Bill for more frequent Parliaments, Sir John Thompson said, 
"Look upon all miscarriages, and you may hunt them to the 
Cabinet; but there we must leave it, for we cannot find 
the hand that does the mischief. King Charles the First 
was the first that set up the Cabinet; now all things are 
huddled up. Our Affairs are secret, but our Miscarriages
ii4 open."
1. Grey. A. op.cit. X, 265.
2. above p.
3. Grey, A. op.cit. X, 276-279.
4. Ibid. 376.
16
Echoing, though faintly, the attacks of the Commons
on the Cabinet, came that in the House of Lords' debate of
12 January 1711. The question was whether, in censuring
the government for its conduct of the war in Spain, the
term used should be "Ministers" or "Cabinet Council". The
Earl of Peterborough said "That he thought the word 'Cabinet
Council' not so improper as 'Ministers'. That he had heard
a distinction between the Cabinet Council and Privy Council;
that the Privy Councillors were such as were thought to
know everything, and knew nothing; and those of the Cabinet
Council thought nobody knew anything but themselves: And
that the same distinction might in a great measure, hold, as
to Ministers and Cabinet Council. That the word Cabinet
Council was, indeed, too copious; for they disposed of all;
they fingered the money; they meddled with the war; they
meddled with things they did not understand.The Earl of
Rochester said, what was most probably true, "That the
distinction between Cabinet Council and Ministers, was a
2
mere nicety used only to delay." Professor Thomson points 
out that the tone of the debate shows that the Lords were 
not seriously hostile to the Cabinet, and that "By this 
time, therefore, the Cabinet must have become a generally 
accepted institution, although its nature may often have 
been misunderstood."'^
1. Cobbett, W. Parliamentary History (1806-1820), VI, 974.
2. Ibid, 974.
3. Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England (1938)
217 & n.
17
When every allowance has been made for the fact 
that the attacks made on the Privy Council and Cabinet were 
often only incidental to more specific assaults upon the 
ministers of the day and their policies, and v/ere often 
made by the same set of extremist M.P. 's - yet still the 
general tendency of the criticism in the House of Commons 
can be said to reflect the changing position of the Privy 
Council. While the persistence of criticism directed 
against the Council itself suggests that it was not yet 
defunct, the mentions made of the Cabinet show that its 
increasing share in government was becoming generally known. 
Thus, although there had been no set debates or special 
motions on the subject of the Cabinet and the Privy Council, 
the Commons had made their dislike of the one and their 
suspicion of the other clear.
An idea that was often recurred to, for abolishing 
the Cabinet and holding the Privy Council responsible for 
the advice it gave, was that Privy Councillors should embody 
their advice in writing and sign it. This was suggested 
in the debates on preserving the safety of the Kingdom 
during King William's absence abroad. Mr. Poley said, 
"Heretofore none of the Privy Council were ashamed of the 
Advice they gave ; they set their hands to the Privy Council 
Book. I propose, that, for the future, all orders passed 
by the Privy Council may be fairly entered, and that those 
present may enter their assent or dissent. Thus we may
18
know, for the time to come, who gives Advice. It was
taken up in 1692, when on 21 November Mr. Vidiarton moved in
Committee, "That a part of your Advice be, that the King
call his Council, and that they do set their hands to their
2
advice, or their dissent." Apparently nothing came of 
this motion in the House.^ Again, on 23 November, Poley 
moved that, "every Counsellor set his hand to his Assent, 
or Dissent, to be distinguished":^ but this was not among 
the resolutions reported from the Committee on 11 January
R
1693. These incidents lead directly to the clause of the 
Act of Settlement providing that when the Hanoverians came 
to the throne, "All matters and Things relating to the well 
governing of this Kingdom, which are properly cognizable 
in the Privy Council by the Laws and Customs of this Realm; 
shall be transacted there, and all Resolutions taken 
thereupon shall be signed by such of the Privy Council as 
shall advise and consent to the same. This clause was 
praised by Sir Henry Mackworth in a pamphlet published in
7
1701, but it never took effect because it was repealed
o
before the Hanoverians succeeded. V/hen formal Cabinet
1. Grey, A. op.cit. X, 142.
2. Ibid. 266-267:
3. C.J. X, 709.
4. Grey, A. op.cit. X, 279*
5. C.J. X, 775.
6. 12 & 13 William III c. II.
7. Mackworth, Sir Henry A Vindication of the Rights of the
Commons of England (1701;. Extracts are printed in 
Costin, W.C. & Watson, J.S. The Law & Yvorking of the 
Constitution (1952) I, 258-259.
8. 4 & 5 Anne c. XX.
19
Minutes were evolved later in the eighteenth century, they 
had something of the same purpose, namely to hold ministers 
responsible for advice they had given, but the demand for 
them came from the King, not the Commons, The form of 
signed advices envisaged in the Act of Settlement would have 
proved clumsy to enforce, and hindered the development of 
collective responsibility among the sovereign *s closest 
advisers. Its inclusion in the Act can be attributed 
most probably to the effect of the revelations of the method 
by which the Partition Treaties had been passed - the 
outcry against Godolphin, Somers and Halifax was certainly 
intensified for political reasons, Wliatever the immediate 
political reason for the inclusion of this clause in the Act 
of Settlement^(even if it was a concession made merely to 
draw in Tories who were shy of the Act), the fact remains 
that this old-fashioned view of the Privy Council’s place 
in government and the method b} which it should conduct its 
business was enshrined by general consent in an Act of 
Parliament.
Suspicion of the Privy Council was not concentrated 
only upon the Cabinet, but was often directed against Privy 
Councillors in general. In 1678 Mr, Towle reminded them 
that their actions could never be so fully legal as those 
done by the advice of Parliament,^ In 1680 Sir Prancis
Winnington complained that the Council was taking too much
2
upon itself in the intermissions of Parliament, and, when 
1, Grey, A, op.cit, VI, 216, ^  Ibid, VIII, 163-164.
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Attorney G-eneral Levinz was being interrogated about the
Proclamation against petitioning for a Parliament, Sir
William Jones said, "All the Attorney affairms is, ’That the
Proclamation was drawn by himself, but altered at the
Council-Table.' Prom whence you will infer, that the
Proclamation was drawn legally, but that the Council spoiled
it after it came out of the Attorney’s h a n d . I n  1689,
when a Bill was passing allowing six Privy Councillors to
commit persons for suspicion of treason. Sir "William Williams
warned them that "if they have no reason for what they do,
1 tell them to their faces, they must answer for it in
2
Parliament." In 1690, when the suspension of the Habeas 
Corpus Act was under discussion. Sir Edward Seymour said,
"It may happen, that a Privy Councillor may owe me ill will, 
and imprison me by this p o w e r . S i r  William Whitlock 
expressed the matter of all these complaints succinctly 
when he said, "If an Angel came from Heaven that was a Privy 
Councillor, 1 would not trust my Liberty with him one 
moment.
The naming of the Cabinet in the debates of the 
House of Commons reflects its increasing importance in 
government, as against the Privy Council. Concentration 
on the Cabinet should not, however, be allowed to completely 
obscure the part still being played by the Privy Council.
1. G-rey, A. op.cit. Vlll, 70.
2. Ibid. IX, 275-276.
3. Ibid. X, 93.
4. Ibid. 141.
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It has been commonly assumed that once the Cabinet had 
emerged the Privy Council ceased to count for anything, 
with the implication that as the Cabinet apparently emerged 
in the reign of Charles 11 the Privy Council was obsolescent 
from that time. The function of advising the sovereign, 
or what may be called policy-making, had always been 
discharged by a sort of ’Cabinet’, namely the small group 
of advisers in whom the King chiefly confided. What was 
new in the reign of Charles 11, (or some authorities maintain, 
in the reign of Charles l), was that such a group should 
have become recognisably identified with the Committee of 
the Privy Council for Foreign Affairs. In itself, though, 
the channelling of the function of advising into a part of 
the Privy Council was not a revolutionary change. It was 
the gradual accumulation of the highest administrative as 
well as policy-making functions of government in the 
’Committee’ or ’Cabinet’ that sapped the strength of the 
Privy Council. This was not the automatic result of the 
appearance of the Cabinet in a semi-formal guise, so much 
as a haphazard growth under the pressure of circumstances.
War, and especially the great continental wars of William 
and Anne’s reigns, could not but act as a catalyst to the 
processes of government. Meanwhile, the heads of the 
newly-emerged departments of state were meeting to discuss 
policy in the Cabinet, and, for the sake of speed or seqrecy, 
began to undertake some of the processes of administration
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there too. This seems to he especially clear in the reign 
of Anne, for which a clearer interpretation of the organiz­
ation of the Cabinet exists than has yet proved possible to
make for the three preceding reigns.^
This interpretation of the respective roles of
the Cabinet and the Privy Council suggests that it is 
important to know, not when the Cabinet emerged, but when 
it began to undertake administrative as well as policy­
making functions. Two points should at once be made. 
Firstly, for the sake of the argument, the distinction 
between policy-making and administration has probably been 
exaggerated. Secondly, too exact a dating of such events 
as the entry of the Cabinet into administration cannot be 
made. The Privy Council was subject to constant changes, 
even in the course of a single reign, being apparently 
active at one moment and passive at another. In William's 
reign, for instance, it is seen to have been active at the 
crises of the threatened invasions of 1690 and 1696, but had 
periods of comparative inactivity in between; it was active 
when William was out of the country and Mary in command, 
but less active when William was away and the Lords Justices 
in charge of affairs. The Cabinet was subject to just such 
fluctuations, in fact to even greater ones than the Council.
The Cabinet should not be confused with the 
Committees of Council. The Cabinet can be distinguished
1. Plumb, J.H. "The Organization of the Cabinet in the Reign
of Queen Anne" T.R.H.S. 5th series, no.7, (1957) 137-
157. The outstanding advantage of Lr. Plumb's analysis is
that it is based on a consistent body of source material, 
namely the actual minutes of the Cabinet.
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from other Committees of Council by the fact that it was 
general in its scope and independent in its actions, whereas 
they were limited in their fields of interest and subordinate 
to the Council in their actions. These limitations applied 
even to the especially independent Committees for trade and 
plantations. The Committee for Foreign Affairs of Charles 
II's reign, and, to a lesser extent, the Committee of 
Intelligence that succeeded it, were therefore in effect 
Cabinets. The Committee for Irish Affairs of the early 
years of william's reign is a more doubtful case, as it 
seems to have shared some of the characteristics that have 
been attributed to the Cabinet but not to the fullest degree.^ 
With these exceptions, it may be suggested that the importance 
of the Committees of the Council has been somewhat exaggerated 
In particular, the Committee of the whole Council of Anne's 
reign must not be confused with 'the Committee' that was the 
Cabinet meeting without the sovereign present.
It is often said of the Privy Council of this
period that its increasing size made it useless in an
advisory capacity and inefficient as an instrument of
2
administration. It is true that the size of the Privy 
Council did increase: from 27 members at the Restoration it
grew to 47 in 1678; the reform of 1679 reduced it to 33,
1. The Minutes of this Committee have come to the Public
Record Office since R'lr. Turner's time.
2. e.g. Keir, P.L. op.cit. 244.
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but by the accession of James II it had crept up to 41;^
the number of Privy Councillors stood at 40 at the beginning
of William's reign, but was 53 when he died; and Queen Anne,
starting herieign with 56 Privy Councillors, had 47 on
20 May 1707 when the numbers of the Council were temporarily
2
reduced, and 46 in the year of her death. These figures 
show that the size of the Council had roughly doubled between 
1660 and the end of the century, but the process of enlarge­
ment had not got out of hand, since the numbers of the 
Council decreased by 10 between 1702 and 1714. More 
important is the fact that not all these members attended 
regularly. Some might only appear on formal occasions like 
the annual pricking of the list of Sheriffs: Ailesbury
recollected that the Earl of Thanet refused a Wliite Staff 
at the beginning of Anne's reign, but "accepted of being 
of the Privy Council, that not obliging him to live in London,
1. Davies,' G. "Council and Cabinet, 1679-1688" E.H.R.
XXXVII (1922) 46-65, analyses the composition of the
Council, and states "that when James II commanded that 
all the members of the Council of Charles II should be 
sworn their number was 36", (op.cit. 48); "at the end 
of 1688 the Privy Council contained 48 members",
(op. cit. 49).
2. These figures are taken from the Privy Council Registers. 
Grant, W.L. & Munro, J. op.cit. V, 6^5. Addendum: Lists 
of the Council 1613-1783, reproduce the lists given at
the beginning of the volumes of the Privy Council Register. 
These lists, including as they do the amendments contained 
in the originals, show that it is not easy to give an 
absolutely exact answer to the question how many members 
of the Council there were at a particular moment, and the 
amendments made by the Clerks of the Council in the Regis­
ters do not take account of all the changes made by deaths 
and new creations.
3. Ailesbury, T. Memoirs : Written by himself (I89O,
Roxburghe Club) 532.
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The Council's quorum was six} and many meetings were small 
enough for efficiency. There were generally a dozen or so 
Privy Councillors who attended meetings regularly.
The procedure of the Council in this period was 
still governed, in theory at least, by the "Orders to bee 
Observed in Assemblys of the Councill" made on 26 February 
1628. These were copied into the first Register of
Charles II*s reign - most probably to guide the Privy
2
Councillors meeting in exile before the Restoration.
Edward Southwell's Privy Council Memoranda, dating from 
about 1697 when he aspired to the office of Clerk of the 
Council in Ordinary, contain a copy of the Rules, showing 
which were by that date obsolete.^ The operative rules 
of this period determined the order in which business was 
to be taken: public business was to be discussed before 
private, then Reports from Committees were read, and then 
Petitions (which had been formally received at the beginning 
of the meeting) were considered. They enjoined dignified 
behaviour upon those present, in remaining seated in their 
proper places, and in refraining from taking personal offence
1. B.M. Add MSS. 38861, 121.
2. P.O. 2/54. This first Register for Charles II's reign 
begins in 1649, but is very thin up to 1660.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 3-6.
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at anything said. They aimed to eliminate undue influence 
by declaring that a Councillor concerned in any case should 
withdraw while it was considered, and provided that "In 
voting ... the lowest Councellor in place is to begin and 
speak first and so it is to be carryed by most voices 
because every counsellor hath equal vote there.Secrecy 
was also enjoined upon members - "no publication is 
afterwards to be made by any man how the particular voices 
and opinions were" - and upon outsiders, who were to leave 
the Council Chamber as soon as the Lords assembled. The 
Clerk of the Council was directed how orders should be 
drawn up and checked before they were entered in the Register 
or sent out.
Other details of the Council's procedure are hard
to establish. Surviving agendas for Council meetings are
rare. There is only one among the Unbound Papers of the
2Council for this period. Such a scarcity of evidence might 
almost lead one to believe that the Council usually met 
without a written agenda - but Vernon, in a letter to 
Shrewsbury of May 1699, says, "the Council sat late, the
1. This was apparently an old tradition, not confined to the
Privy Council.
Clark, G.N. The Dutch Alliance and the War against French 
Trade, 1688-1%97 (19^3, Manchester University Pressj 40, 
notes that one of the petty frictions between the English 
and Dutch allies was that in our Councils of War the 
junior spoke first, whereas the Dutch observed the 
opposite rule.
2. P.C. 1/2, Bundle 8. 26 June 1708.
There is a very neat example of an agenda written out 
by Sir Edward Walker, Clerk of the Council, dating 
from before 1679 i^i B.M. Stowe MSS. 489, 266.
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Lord President being exact in going through the whole
p a p e r . W b a t  is not clear is who was responsible for
drawing up the agenda, the Clerk of the Council, the Lord
President, or one of the Secretaries of State. Odd
agendas do survive among the State Papers, and there is
a series among the papers of Sir William Trumbull,
Secretary of State from 1695 to 1697.^ This series
consists of 18 papers, beginning with one for 23 May and
ending with one for 28 October 1695. The papers are
neatly written in handwritings corresponding with those
in the Privy Council Register, and some have minor
additions, and some marginal annotations obviously made
3
during the Council's meetings by Trumbull himself. A 
series of papers such as these must put beyond doubt that 
a written agenda was normally drawn up before a Council 
meeting, though admittedly the 18 agendas account for only
half the Council meetings that took place during the period
1. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of
William III, 1696-1708 (1841; II, 287.
2. Berks. County Record Office, Reading. Trumbull MSS,
Bundle marked "Agenda of Cabinet Meetings".
3. On the back of the agenda for 30 May Trumbull has added,
to the title "Paper of Business", the words "at Council" 
Other papers are also entitled "Paper of Business at 
the Council", or "Paper at Council", or "Business 
depending in Council". It is quite clear, therefore, 
that these are Council, not Cabinet, agenda.
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they cover.^ The value of the Trumbull agendas is only 
diminished by the fact that the Lord Presidency was in 
suspension at the time they were drawn up, so,though 
showing definitely that the agendas were produced by the 
Clerks of the Council, they do not prove whether it was the 
Secretary or the President who was ultimately responsible 
for their contents.
There is a similar difficulty in discovering how
exactly a meeting of the Council was summoned. It is
striking how few summonses to Council meetings have survived.
Their absence from official records is not altogether strange,
since a record would not necessarily be kept of such a
commonplace occurrence, but one might expect to find some
summonses among the surviving papers of their recipients,
the members of the Privy Council. Among the Leeds Papers
there is an interesting document of this type: it is a
printed form of summons to a meeting of "The Commissioners
for the Kingdom of England, appointed to Treat concerning
the Trade between England and Scotland," with blanks left
for the date, time and place of the meeting, which were
1..Mr. P. Walne, the Berkshire County Archivist, was able 
to tell me that there is no other such series of 
agendas among the Trumbull MSS., though odd ones may 
exist. I identified two, for 13 February 1696, and 
for 23 April 1697, in the Bundle of "Notes made by 
Sir William Trumbull at Meetings of the Cabinet, 1695- 
1697". Another is among the Trumbull Papers calendared 
by the H.M.C., and is for 31 October 1695. H.M. 6*. 75,
Lownshire I, Pt. II, 574.
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filled in by the Clerk to the English Commissioners.^ If
such forms were used by the Council, they have vanished.
It is possible, of course, that the Councillors were
summoned verbally, by Messengers, as those who were
available for a meeting would all have been found in or
near Whitehall. Lord Chancellor Cowper recorded in his
Diary that, on the day of his appointment, "When I camé
home, I found there Secty. Hedges to summon me to Counc:
2
at 6 at night, Kensn." Perhaps summonses were not sent 
out except on special occasions, as meetings of the Council 
were generally frequent and regular during this period.^ 
However, the Rules of 1628 had laid down that "the Lords 
are summoned to attend the Council or Committee by Order 
from the Lord President, or one of the Principal Secretaries 
of State," and this rule was not classed as obsolete by 
Southwell.*^
The question whether members were regularly 
summoned to Council meetings is of importance chiefly because, 
if they were, the summonses could have been used as a method 
of discrimination, by which unwanted members could be 
excluded. Mr. D.H. Willson has suggested that the procedure
1. B.M. Egerton MSS. 3329. Leeds Papers VI, Bundle 2.
2. Hawtrey, E.C. The Private Diary of William 1st Earl
Cowper (1833, Eton) 3^
3. On what was admittedly a very special occasion, namely
the first meeting of the reformed Privy Council on 
21 April 1679, summonses were sent out to members, of. 
Temple's, B.M. Add. MSS. 98OO, 146.
4. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 3.
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for summoning the Council enabled James I the more easily
to substitute government by private advisers for government
by the Council, for "None of the Privy Council may come
to sit in Council unless they be sent for or warned by the
Lord President of the Council or the Principal Secretary,
and every Council Day they are so warned specially.
This is what seems to have happened in 1707, when an
official list of members to be summoned was entered in the
Register, and the names of sixteen Councillors were omitted 
2
from it. Cowper implies that something of the sort was 
done to him on 21 August 1710: "The Council summoned.
Notice not at my house till about 1 o'clock, that I might 
have as little Notice as Possible. On the other hand, 
it would appear from the incident of 30 July 1714, when 
Argyll and Somerset came to the meeting of the Council, that 
a Privy Councillor who had not been struck off the list of 
the Council or suspended by the sovereign from attending the 
Council, (as Leeds was from 1695 to 1702), had a right to
1. Willson, D.H. op.cit., 19-20, citing B.M. Add. MSS.36856, 
58-59. This MSS. is a collection concerning the procedure 
of the House of Commons, and the note about the Privy 
Council occurs, as it were in parenthesis, after one 
stating that Peers are summoned to Parliament by Writ.
The folio reference should read, 59v.
2. P.C. 2/81, 361. See also Chapter 8, below, p.Jf93«
3. Hawtrey, E.C. The Private Diary of William 1st Earl
Cowper (1833, Eton) 50l
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attend a meeting whether summoned or not.^ The days on
which Councils were ordinarily held would have been well
known to all Privy Councillors, and to others as well.
Among the "Obsolete Orders" of Southwell's time
was the rule that the Council should ordinarily sit on
2
Wednesday and Friday afternoons in term time. According 
to the successive editions of Angliae Notitia up to the end 
of William's reign, "The certain Counci1-Days are Wednesday 
and Friday in the Mornings, except in Term-time, and then 
'tis the Afternoons; And when the Court is at Windsor, His 
Majesty does for the most part appoint the Council to meet 
at Hampton Court on Thursdays.After the end of William's 
reign Chamberlayne does not specify Council days. An 
analysis of the Register confirms that in Charles II's reign 
Wednesdays and Fridays were the most usual days for meetings, 
and shows that the next most used day was Thursday, (though 
it appears less than half as often as W e d n e s d a y ) A  general 
impression is that throughout this period the Council did tend 
to meet on Thursdays in the summer when the Court was out of 
London. Under James II Friday was used more than any other
1. cf. Michael, W. The Beginnings of the Hanoverian Dynasty
CL936) 52-53.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861. 5-
3. Chamberlayne, E. Angliae Notitia (1682) 189; (1684) 188;
(1687) 167; (1692; 143; (1694) 162; (1702) 147.
4. see Appendix A, Table I.
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day, but Sunday meetings became more common than Thursday 
ones.^ In Y/illiam's reign the pattern changed again, with 
Thursday becoming far and away the most usual day for 
meetings, followed, an increasingly long way behind, by 
Monday during the first half of the reign, and Tuesday in 
the second half. In October 1689 the King had declared 
"that he will have the Councill to meet here constantly at 
2 of the clock on Thursdays in the afternoon, during the 
sitting of Parliament."^ Similarly, on 1 May 1697 the 
Lords Justices decided that the Council should be held on 
Thursday afternoons."^ Southwell quoted as current in the 
1690's the rule of 1628 that "In term time and Session of 
Parliament the Councill meets in the afternoon, and that
5
generally upon Thursdays, unless extraordinarily summoned." 
Two facts are especially worthy of note about the pattern
for William's reign: one is that the Council was obviously
tending to become a once-a-week affair; the other is that 
Sunday was gaining ground as a day for its meetings - in 
November 1694 the King ordered the Admiralty Commissioners 
to attend "a meeting of the Council at Kensington every 
Sunday at 6 of the clock in the afternoon.Under Anne
1. see Appendix A, Table II.
2. Ibid., Table III.
3 .  ]?. c .  ; ) / /7 3 , :2(5S).
4. Cal. S.P. Lom. 1697, 140.
5. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 3-
6. P.C. 2/75, 508.
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Thursday remained the most usual day for meetings until 
1708, when Sunday took its place. All other days had 
some meetings on them, hut none anything like so many as 
these two days, until Monday took second place in 1707,
1713, and 1714, third place in 1709, and first in 1712.1 
It will he argued in Chapter 2 that there is more than a 
casual significance in the day of the week on which the 
Council generally met, and, in particular, that the increase 
in Sunday Council meetings from 1708 points to an increase 
in the activity of the Cabinet at the expense of the Council. 
Meanwhile, it is obvious that the number of Council meetings 
held annually fell steadily throughout the period.
The Council was important because it was so close 
to the sovereign. When the sovereign was present in 
Council to decide matters of policy and to give orders for 
putting them into effect, the Council was at the highest 
point of its power. In so far as he allowed the Cabinet, 
or other secret advisers, to come between him and the Council, 
so its power was lessened; and in so far as he gave direct 
orders to other agencies of government - to the Secretaries 
of State, or to the Treasury when he went there in person - 
so the Council's part in administration was lessened. The 
withdrawal of real policy-making from the Council may be said 
to have been deliberate. Charles II touched the root of the 
1. see Appendix A, Table IV.
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matter when he said that the Council was too large for 
secrecy and dispatch. But the removal of executive functions 
of government from the Council was in part at least acciden­
tal. During his long absences from the country Y/illiam III 
corresponded with the Queen, and later the Lords Justices, 
and with the Secretaries of State, both directly and through 
the agency of William Blathwyat; thus leaving the Council 
to take its directions at second-hand. Against this back­
ground, it is necessary to establish the details of the 
number of Council meetings and the frequency with which the 
sovereign attended them.
During the 35 years, 1679 to 1714, there were 
only 7 months when no meeting of the Council is recorded 
in the Register. All but one of these occasions were in 
the reign of Anne, (the exception was April 1698, and the 
other six months were October 1703, June and September 1705, 
August 1706, November 1711, and February 1712). In general 
there were fewer Councils in the summer, especially in 
August and September, than in the autumn, winter and spring; 
on 8 August 1679 Sunderland wrote "Yesterday the Council was 
adjourned to the first Y/ednesdayafter Michaelmas, and the 
Treasury to the 22nd of September, so that we may be as 
idle as we please. The greatest number of meetings held 
during a single month was 30, in March 169 6, when the Council
1. Blencowe, R.W. Diary of the Times of Charles II by the 
Hon. Henry Sidney (1843) Î, 58.
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was busy issuing warrants of arrest and conducting 
examinations in connection with the Assassination Plot.
The high average number of meetings, as well as the varia­
tions between the different reigns in this period can be 
shov/n as follov/s
Table showing the maximum and minimum numbers of 
Council Meetings in a month
Charles II (from 1679) 15 2
James II II 2
William III 30 1
Anne 9 0
This table shows that during the reigns of Charles and
James the meetings were frequent and regular; that in
William's reign they were more erratic, but also more
frequent ; and that in Anne's reign there was a sharp
decline in the number of meetings, though some improvement
in their regularity.
Similarly there are contrasts between the 
attendance records of the four sovereigns. Charles often 
missed meetings : 1684 was his best year for attending the
Council, and then he missed 5 of its 49 meetings. James, 
with a smaller total of meetings per month, was markedly 
conscientious in his attendance : in 1686 he was present
at all 51 meetings of the Council and he missed only 2 in 
each of the years 1687 and 1688. The picture for the next 
reign is complicated by the King's absences abroad.
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William and Mary never attended a Council together, and the 
Queen alone did not come so frequently to Council as the 
King did when he was in England - though this conclusion 
is affected by the fact that Councils were normally more 
frequent in the winter months than in the summer, and the 
King was at home in the winter and the Queen deputising 
for him in the summer. In 1689, the only year which 
William spent entirely in England, there were 84 Council 
meetings, of which he missed 12. The next year he attended 
every meeting between January and May, and all but one in 
October, November and December: Mary attended only 14 of
the 26 meetings held in July and August. In 1691, 1692, 
1693 and 1694, the lines on a graph showing the number of 
meetings and the number of the sovereign's attendances would 
diverge still further; and after Mary's death, in the years 
1695 to 1697, the trend becomes even more marked, with 
Council meetings increasing in number and the King's 
absences lengthening. In the last three years of the reign 
the number of Councils held decreases, (never more than 5 
in a month except in October 1698 when there were 7), and 
the King's attendance is extremely regular, and his absences 
abroad shorter than in the war years. The tendency obvious 
in the last years of YVilliam's reign became more conspicuous 
under Anne. There were fewer meetings of the Council, but 
the Queen attended them almost as consistently as her father 
had done. She was not absent from a single meeting in
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1702, 1705, 1707 and 1713; she missed only one in 1704 
and 1710; 2 in 1703 and 1706; and 3 in 1711 and 1712.
These figures prove that up to the end of the period the 
sovereign's attendance in Council was remarkable for its 
frequency.
Of course, the statistics should not be followed 
blindly. Though it has been argued that it was the 
sovereign's presence that conferred importance on the meetings 
of the Council, it was during the absences of Charles II 
that his Council showed some signs of an independence of 
decision and action that was never to be seen in the meetings 
of James II's reign; and the meetings held in the absence 
of William III, and not always in the presence of Mary, were 
those at which measures were taken for the national safety 
in times of peril from abroad and plot at home which made 
them of greater significance than any held in Anne's reign, 
at any rate before the Queen's final illness. Then too, 
some modification is required, for the reign of Anne, to 
the idea that the sovereign's presence was altogether an 
asset. Nevertheless, the point remains that throughout 
this period the Council was meeting frequently, very often 
in the actual presence of the sovereign. It is difficult 
to believe that so many meetings of the greatest personages 
in the country, both magnates and men of business, and so 
many of them actually with the sovereign who was still the 
real head of the executive present, could have accomplished
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so little as the Council is usually credited with achieving.
These last points lead to a general conclusion.
So far stress has been laid on the indications of the 
Council's strength and continuing activity during this 
period, to counteract opposite suggestions, but it is not 
intended to deny absolutely that a decline in the position 
of the Council took place. The over-all pattern is one 
of diminishing activity, as the new departments of state 
became established and took over administrative work 
formerly done by the Council, and as the Cabinet consolidated 
its position and enlarged its scope. It is hoped that an 
examination of the administrative work being done by the 
Privy Council in the period 1679 to 1714 will put the decline 
of the Council into its proper proportion.
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CHAPTER
COUNCIL AND CABINET
The question of the emergence and development
of the Cabinet has been hotly debated by historians.^
It is necessary to a study of the Privy Council at work
to have as clear a picture as possible of the Cabinet, so
an outline of its history in the period from 1679 to 1714
2
must be given.
1. V/illiams, T. "The Cabinet in the eighteenth century"
History, XXII, (1937) 240-252, is a "Historical 
Revision" article that summarizes the main arguments 
advanced up to that time by Turner, and by Anson, 
Michael, Teir^ rley, and others. (Bibliography, op.cit., 
240). Some parts of the article are modified in 
another of the same title, by Williams, T. and 
Temperley, H.W.V. History, XXII (1938) 332-334.
Plumb, J.H. "The Organization of the Cabinet in the 
reign of Queen Anne" T.R.H.S., 5th series, 7, (1957) 
137-157, is convincing, and firmly based upon primary 
source material - an advantage that sets it apart 
from all previous writing on the subject. It also 
gives some account of the controversy about the 
development of the Cabinet, op.cit., 139-140.
2. To keep this part of the Chapter within bounds, I
have had to refer extensively to secondary authorities, 
such as Dr. Plumb's article, and Davies, G. "Council 
and Cabinet, 1679-1688" E.H.R. XXXVII (1922) 46-65.
For the reign of William III, however, there is no 
satisfactory account of the Cabinet, and I have 
therefore used primary material.
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The first essential is to define what is
meant by the Cabinet, since its history is bedevilled by
confusion of nomenclature.^  Mr. E.R. Turner gave some
attention to the origins of the word "Cabinet" and traced
its increasing use, especially after the Restoration, and
the use of the related terms, "Cabinet Council", "Cabal"
2
and "Junto". It seems that the names Cabinet and 
Cabinet Council were used in the first half of the seven­
teenth century to indicate the small group of advisers 
most used by the King. Gradually they came to acquire a 
specific meaning, for that group was seen to be meeting 
often and semi-formally as the Committee of Council for 
Foreign Affairs.^  It has already been suggested that the 
Cabinet, in a broad sense, was not something new in the 
late seventeenth century constitution, and that the 
identification of the Cabinet with a known and more or less 
formally organized body of advisers was not in itself 
revolutionary.^ Co-existence of Cabinet and Council was 
therefore quite possible. If the Privy Council itself 
had been equivalent to the Cabinet in the reign of Queen 
Elizabeth, it ceased to be so in the reign of James I, who 
was disinclined to serious government business and too
1. see, for example, the various designations listed
by Plumb, J.H. op. cit., 140 n.
2. Turner, Cabinet Council, I, 214-245.
3. Ibid., 25-44.
4. see Chapter 1, above p.
5. As was suggested, for instance, by lord Hardwick in a
speech in the House of Lords in 1753, quoted by
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much inclined to rely upon favourites, so disrupting the
smooth working of the conciliar system.^ Various Committees
may he tentatively identified as incipient Cabinets under
the early Stuarts. Charles II's Committee for Foreign
Affairs, re-established in 1668, is the first body that can
2
be confidently identified as a Cabinet.
More is meant, however, by the term Cabinet than 
simply a meeting of the group of the King's closest advisers, 
under some such title as that of Cabinet Council or 
Committee. The Cabinet was the body that dealt with the 
highest questions of policy, limited in its scope only 
by the King's pleasure. Professor Temperley was surely 
right in saying that the Committees for Foreign Affairs 
and Intelligence were sharply differentiated from other 
Committees of the Privy Council because their function was 
to make general policy decisions - though he wrongly 
suggested that they were not standing Committees of the 
Council.^ A system of Cabinet government requires also 
that the group should meet often and should have a reasonably 
definite and stable membership ; though it would be 
premature, in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth
1. Willson, D.H. The Privy Councillors in the House of
Commons,^1604-1629 (1940, The University of Minnesota 
Press, Minneapolis) 13-19.
2. cf. Davies, G. op.cit., 53-54 n.6.
3. Temperley, H.W.V. op. cit., 689., Davies, G. op.cit.,
53 n.6.
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centuries, to look for any very advanced sense of collective 
responsibility, or the pronounced leadership of a single 
minister, or any direct relationship with the House of 
Commons and the dominant opinion there.^ Nevertheless, 
it would be almost inconceivable that even such a 
rudimentary Cabinet as existed from the reign of Charles II 
should not become the centre of government, under the 
sovereign. The Privy Council had ceased, before 1679, to 
be a small group, although it did still share some of the 
characteristics that have been suggested as prerequisites 
for a Cabinet, namely, frequency and regularity of meetings, 
a definite and fairly stable membership, and a responsibil­
ity for the central direction of the administration.
Roger North, in a much quoted passage, epitomized the history 
of the Cabinet as follows: "the cabinet council, which at
first was but in the nature of a private conversation, came 
to be a formal council, and had the direction of most 
transactions of the Government, foreign and domestic," and 
he defined its membership as, "those few great officers and
courtiers whom the King relied upon for the interior
2
dispatch of his affairs." North's description of the 
Cabinet and its membership suggests that it was more than
1. Aspinall, A. "The Cabinet Council, 1783-1835" (1952,
Raleigh Lecture) Proceedings of the British Academy, 
XXXVIII, shows that these 'classical' concomitants of 
Cabinet government were still evolving in the early 
nineteenth century, 214 & passim.
2. North, R. Lives of the Norths (1826) II, 50, 51.
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a purely advisory body. The presence at the Cabinet of 
the sovereign, together with the most important office­
holders, made it possible for the decisions reached there to 
begin to be put into effect by the people present. It was 
in this part of its activity, rather than in its advisory 
capacity, that the developing Cabinet entrenched upon the 
sphere of the Privy Council.
Even when the meaning of the title Cabinet is 
defined, the evolution of that body is not easy to trace.
It is perhaps worth labouring the obvious point that no 
smooth and consistent development took place. The status 
and function of the Privy Council changed from time to time, 
and the Cabinet was subject to even greater fluctuations.
If the Foreign Committee of Charles II may be confidently 
identified as an early manifestation of the Cabinet, the 
Committee of Intelligence does not fill the role so well, 
and James II's inner group of advisers is even harder to 
define and its activities more nebulous. With the committee 
of nine appointed by William III to advise Mary during his 
absence in 1690 it seems that firmer ground has been reached, 
but co-existent with this committee there was the Committee 
for Irish Affairs, that embodied many of the characteristics 
of a Cabinet. In 1694, as the Shrewsbury Correspondence 
shows, there was officially no Cabinet Council during the
King's absence, yet Lord Normanby was excluded from
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something that appears to haye been an efficient Cabinet.^ 
Then again, after Mary * s death, the Lords Justices might 
seem to have been a sort of Cabinet, though a rather over­
formalized and low-powered one, but, alongside the Lords
Justices, another body like a Cabinet was meeting, at
2
least from 1697 to 1700. Under Queen Anne the confusion 
of terms becomes worse, with a bewildering number of names 
being used, even by informed members of the government - as 
distinct from persons on the fringes of power, whose evidence 
has perhaps been given more weight than it deserves by 
Mr. Turner.^ The best way to trace the growth of the 
Cabinet is not by the use of the name, or even by its 
composition alone, but through the work it can be seen to 
be doing - as recorded in its minutes or memoranda.
Sir William Anson, in one of his essays on the 
Cabinet, criticised Mr. E.R. Turner’s tendency to confuse 
informal meetings of ministers with official meetings of 
the Cabinet; he said, "When we read, "their lordships are 
humbly of opinion" we are on pretty sure ground; we are 
dealing with the draft of a formal communication to the 
King similar in character, though slightly different in
1. Coxe, W. Private and Original Correspondence of Charles
Talbot Luke of Shrewsbury (l82i; 33-36, 36, 39~40^
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781, and see below.
3. Appendix B. A Note on Turner.
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1
form, to the Cabinet letter of today." Unfortunately,
the Cabinet Minutes of the later eighteenth century do not
exist for the period 1679 to 1714, when the sovereign was
usually present at Cabinet and could participate directly
2
in its decisions. A recent article on "The Cabinet 
during the G-renville Administration, 1763-1765" is able to 
call into evidence formal Cabinet minutes, as well as 
informal minutes, or memoranda.^ For the period now in 
q_uestion only the latter type of evidence is available, 
though, for the Committees of Intelligence and Irish 
Affairs, the minutes are systematically entered in a 
Register, not simpl}' haphazard jottings.
What then is the evidence for the existence and 
organization of the Cabinet from 1679 to 1714?
L'Ir. U. Davies’s article on "Council and Cabinet, 1679-1688" 
covers the first part of the period.^ He accepts Turner's
1. Anson, Vi/.R. "The Development of the Cabinet, 1688-1760"
E.H.R. XXIX (1914) 325.
2. This is not to imply that the sovereign ceased to attend
in 1714. Several writers have pointed out that G-eorge I
did attend Cabinet meetings, and, most recently. Plumb 
has shown that the Cabinet system as it existed under 
Anne survived to 1717. Plumb, J.H. op.cit. 156.
3. Christie, I.E. "The Cabinet during the Grenville
Administration, 1763-1765" E.H.R. LXXIII (1958) 86.
4. Davies, G. op.cit. 53 and passim. Mr. Davies's article
was criticised by Turner for "Paucity of research in the 
indispensable manuscript sources" which "made possible 
an artificial clarity of statement." Cabinet Council,
I, 346 n. Their conclusions seem generally to agree, 
however, and where detail differs Davies seems to have 
the better of the argument, c.f. below, p. 50^ n. S'.
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identification of the Committee for Foreign Affairs as the 
Cabinet of the years from 1668 to 1679. For the starting 
point of his own investigation he takes the declaration of 
Charles II, when the old Privy Council was dissolved on 
20 April 1679) that he would have made more use of it "If 
the great number of this Counci11, had not made it unfitt 
for the Secrecy and dispatch that are necessary in many 
great affairs. This forced him to use a smaller number of 
You in a foreign Committee, and sometimes the Advices of 
some few among them (upon such occasions) for Many years 
past." For the future, the King promised "to lay aside the 
use he may have hitherto made of any single Minister or 
private advices, or Forreign Committees for the General 
direction of his Affairs," and to depend entirely upon the 
advice of his Privy Council, as newly constituted, and the 
Parliament.^ Sir Robert Southwell had already, on 
19 April, informed the Duke of Ormonde that among rumours 
of coming changes was one "that the Council be reduced to 
such a number and so composed as not to need any Cabinet 
of such model as hath been before." He also reported, 
hov/ever, "what was told me tonight at Whitehall and not 
to be doubted of ... That a select Committee as v/ell for
1. P.O. 2/68 1.
2. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, N.S. 4, Pt. II, xix. (Appendix
to Introduction. Sir Robert Southwell's Memorial
on Public Affairs, 19 April 1679).
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the foreign as home affairs of greatest importance shall
hereafter sit in the Council C h a m b e r " a n d  on 22 April
he wrote that the Committees of Council had been appointed,
including "that of Intelligence, which will be for secret 
2
affairs." In the Privy Council Register this Committee 
was designated "a Committee for Intelligence, for the 
opening, and considering all advices as well Porreign as 
Domestique. It would seem from this definition alone that 
the Committee of Intelligence was not far from being a 
Cabinet.^
The Register of the Committee of Intelligence 
runs from 19 May 1679 to 1 February 1681.^ The nature of 
the entries in it strongly support the theory that this 
Committee acted as a Cabinet. Mr. Davies says that there 
is no reason to suppose that more minutes were kept after 
1 February 1681.  ^ There is however a possible explanation
1. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt. II 503-504
Southwell to Ormond, 19 April 1679*
2. Ibid., 504.
3. P.O. 2/68, 5.
4. Davies, G. op. cit., 55 n.3. points out that, in
what is perhaps the only reference by an official to 
the Cabinet in the period April 1679 to February 
1681, Southwell really means the Committee of 
Intelligence.
5. B.M. Add. MSS. 15643. The Register of the Committee
of Intelligence, 1679-1682. The dates given in the 
title are misleading. The Register records meetings 
up to 1 February 1681. After that there are two 
blank pages, and then some notes of 1682 concerning 
Privy Council, not Committee, proceedings.
6. Davies, G. op. cit., 55.
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for the sudden end of the Register. It was kept by 
William Bridgeman, who was then a Clerk in Extraordinary 
of the Privy Council and an Under-Secretary to Sunderland.^
2Previously he had been noted as a hanger-on of Shaftesbury's, 
and in the reign of James II he was to become "notorious as 
another of Sunderland's 'understrappers' . On 7 May 1679? 
Bridgeman was appointed to "assist constantly at the 
Committee of Intelligence".  ^ In February the following 
year, when an application was being made to the Earl of 
Arran on Bridgeman's behalf, it was said that "he considers 
himself in every respect capable of his Grace's service, 
being under the First Secretary, Clerk of the Counci11, and 
only Clerk attending the secret Counsell for Foreign Affairs." 
Now, it is interesting that in one of his notes to Burnet's 
History, Dartmouth says that the Earl of Sunderland never 
spoke much "in public, nor at the cabinet ... When he was 
Secretary, Mr. Bridgeman always attended to take the 
minutes for him, and whilst he was President, the Lord
1. see Chapter 9> below, p.
2. Ailesbury, T. Memoirs ; written by himself (1890,
Roxburghe Club] 26.
3. Kenyon, J.P. "The Earl of Sunderland and the King's
Administration, 1693-1695" E.H.R. LXXI (1956) 579
4. P.O. 2//68, 26.
5. B.L. Carte MSS. 39, 111.
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Chancellor always acted for him at the Council.
Dartmouth was writing long after the event so his
recollection may have been at fault, and, even if correct,
the description may very probably refer only to the reign
of James II, when Sunderland was Secretary of State, and
then Secretary of State and Lord President together :
Dartmouth, as a friend of the Duke of York, was not in
conspicuous favour during James's eclipse, and was not even
a member of the Privy Council until 3 March 1682, much
2
less a member of the Committee of Intelligence. 
Nevertheless, in view of Dartmouth's statement, it seems 
more than a coincidence that the Register of the Committee 
of Intelligence should stop at the very moment when 
Sunderland was dismissed from his Secretaryship. It is 
at least possible that Bridgeman ceased to take the minutes 
at the Committee of Intelligence because Sunderland was 
no longer Secretary of State - and he himself, with two 
such unlucky patrons as Shaftesbury and Sunderland, may 
have fallen into disfavour.
Although the ending of the Register is thus 
not necessarily significant in itself, it is noticeable
1. Airy, 0. (ed.) Burnet's History of My Own Time
(1900, Oxford) IÏ, 23.
2. P.O. 2/69, 469.
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that the character of the Oonmiittee of Intelligence altered
at about this t i m e I t  ceased to be referred to in the
Privy Council Register after August 1680, and it was never
attended by Sir Robert Carr, Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster, although his name was added to all Committees
in October 1680.  ^ The name "Committee for Foreign Affairs"
began to come back into use, and was used sometimes of the
Committee of Intelligence,^ (as, for instance, the Earl
of Arran's correspondent had referred to it as the "Counsel
for Foreign Affairs" in the letter of February 1680, quoted
above). From an accumulation of evidence, only briefly
sketched in here, it seems clear that the Committee of
Intelligence became a Committee for Foreign Affairs about
1681, and that both bodies, and especially the second, may
(5
be identified as the Cabinet.
1. Davies, G. op.cit., 56.
2. I have not found any reference later than that cited by
Mr. Davies, P.C. 2/69, 72-73.
3. P.C. 2/69, 127.
4. Davies, G. op. cit., 57. Examples of the use of
"Committee for Foreign Affairs" for "Committee of
Intelligence" are given. Ibid. n.l. For further 
examples, c.f. Turner Cabinet Council I, 115-118.
theory that the Committee of Foreign Affairs and the 
Cabinet were the same thing.
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Of course, the scope of this Cabinet of
Charles II's was limited by his dependence at times upon
favourites, or independence of all advice. Since the
Committee of Intelligence originally included Shaftesbury
it was not likely to enjoy the whole confidence of the
King, and even after Shaftesbury's fall Charles trusted
the 'Triumvirate ' or some single minister in preference to
the Cabinet. Yet the existence of the Cabinet is not
invalidated by the King's failure to depend entirely upon
it, and it seems clear that it did exist during the last
years of Charles II's reign. A fortnight after James II
came to the throne, "His Majesty was pleased this day to
Order, That the severall standing Committees of Council
appointed in his late Majesty's time, be revived. And
that their Lordships do meet about all matters referred to
them, as they did before his late Majesty's demise.
The continuance of the Committee of Intelligence or Foreign
Affairs can only be assumed from this order. Mr. Davies
traces the stages by which this Cabinet was overshadowed
2
by a clique of Roman Catholic advisers and Sunderland.
The memoirs of James II suggested that the development was 
brought about deliberately by Sunderland, "to gain the King 
wholly to himself," and that he "soon had the chief direction 
of this secret juncto; it was a sort of Committee from
1. P.C. 2/71, 17.
2. Davies, G. op.cit., 60.
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the Cabinet Council itself, whither by degrees he drew all
b u s i n e s s . T h e  Cabinet Council apparently continued an
emasculated existence, as this reference, and various
2
independent evidences show. .For example, the Duke of 
Beaufort stated that his instructions to put the three 
questions of 168? in his Lieutenancy were "deliver'd me 
by His Majesty ... at his Cabinet Council in Lord 
Sunderland's Office, Lord Chancellor, Lord President,
Lord Middleton, Lord Dartmouth and Lord Godolphin sitting 
with him, and Mr. Bridgeman one of the Clerks standing 
by.
At the time of the Revolution, then, some sort 
of a system of Cabinet government was well established.
The Cabinet's existence was widely known - and often 
resented in the House of Commons^ - and it had achieved a 
semi-formal position. Its membership was pretty definite, 
its meetings were frequent, and it surveyed, within the 
limits of the King's pleasure, the whole field of govern­
ment. Already certain habits were becoming established. 
The Cabinet met most usually on a Sunday.^ Roger North 
wrote, in his Life of Lord Keeper Guildford, that "The
1. Davies, G. op. cit., 60, and see Ibid. n.2.
2. Ibid. 61, and cf. Turner, Cabinet Council, I, 350.
3. H.M.C. 27, 12th R. App. IX (Beaufort MSS) 91.
This is an example of Bridgeman's attending the Cabinet,
as Dartmouth remembered him doing.
4. see Chapter 1, above, p.4,
5. Turner, Cabinet Council, I, 416-418.
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cabinet council usually sat on Sunday evening; and when
the court was at Windsor, that was always a travelling day,
and a lodging was provided for his lordship in the dean's
house. Of the 76 meetings of the Committee of
Intelligence recorded in its Register, 36 took place on
Sundays, (13 were on Tuesdays; 7 on Saturdays ; and
5 each on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays and Fridays).
The Committee of Intelligence met in the Council Chamber,
(sometimes at Hampton Court or Windsor), but by 1688 it
was not uncommon for the Cabinet to meet in the Secretary
2
of State's office. A letter in the Ellis Correspondence, 
dated 18 September 1688, when the Dutch fleet was at sea, 
says, "I am now in Lord Sunderland's office, where a 
Cabinet Council is holding, the King in it.
After the Revolution the Idea of having a Cabinet 
was not popular. Mr. Ogg says, "to many even the name of
1. North, R. Lives of the Norths, (1826) II, 90.
2. Turner, Cabinet Council, I, 361-374, quotes numerous
examples of the practice over a long period.
3. Ellis', G.A. The Ellis Correspondence (1829) II, 192.
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1
Cabinet was odious." King Yvilliam was against Cabinets, 
as the Spencer House Journals show. Of his conversation 
with the King on 14 February 1689 Halifax recorded that 
William was, "Against taking in a greater number into his
Councell ... Had a wrong notion of the Privy Councell;
2
thought the Government was to reside there." At later 
meetings the King raised objections to particular persons 
suggested as members of the Council, ^ and Cabinet Council"^  -
1. Ogg, D. England in the Reigns of James II and William
III (1955, Oxford; 335* Mr. Ogg gives a clear and 
concise account of the evolution of Cabinet government, 
taking as its themes the necessity of bringing together 
in a central directing committee the old household and
consiliar officers and the new departmental heads, and
the growing link with Parliament, so that "the Junto 
was our first real Cabinet, because, between 1695 and 
I698, it had the support of a Whig majority in the 
Commons." Ibid. 337. He tends, however, to 
overemphasise the uncertainties about the Cabinet.
Ibid. 335-339 For a criticism of the concept of the 
Junto as "the cabinet of modern times" cf. Walcott, R. 
English Politics in the early eighteenth century 
II956, Oxford; 557
2. Foxcroft, H.C. The Life and Letters of Sir George
Savile, Bt. 1st Marquis of Halifax (I898; Il7204.
3. Ibid. 222, 233.
4. Ibid. 236.
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because the inclusion of one would lead to others being 
admitted, or slighted. But on 23 January 1690 the King 
"Agreed the necessity of a cabinet counci11," and, "said 
there must bee a Councill to governs in his absence, and 
that the Queene is not to meddle. When a committee of 
nine was appointed to advise the Queen, during William's 
absence in Ireland, she referred to it, as did others, as 
a Cabinet Council - and expressed her lack of confidence in 
it too, saying that she was left with "the great council of 
a strange composition, the cabinet council not much better ... 
I believe never any person was left in greater streights 
of all kinds.
But already, before the appointment of the 
committee of nine, and despite William's notions of managing 
without a Cabinet, something approximating to one had been 
in existence. This body was the Committee of Council for 
Irish Affairs.  ^ The Committee for Irish Affairs was 
appointed on 14 February 1689, at the first Privy Council 
of the new reign.^ It too had nine members, in the first
instance; the Lord President, Danby; Lord Privy Seal,
Tl Foxcroft, H.C. op. citil 244, 246.
2. Boebner, H. Memoirs of Mary, Queen of England, 1689-
1693 (1898) “ 28, 297 To-31.
3. Ogg, L. op. cit., But his statement that it had
"Shrewsbury as secretary" seems not to be borre out 
by the authority he quotes, or the Register of the 
Committee.
4. P.C. 2/73, 4.
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Halifax; Lord Steward, Devonshire; Secretary of State, 
Shrewsbury; Fauconberg; Mordaunt; Churchill; Schomberg; 
and Harbord. (The.last two were not Privy Councillors at 
the moment when they were nominated: Harbord did not attend
a meeting of the Committee until 8 March, the day he was 
sworn in as a Privy Councillor ; Schomberg did attend before 
his swearing-in on 25 April, and in the Register of the 
Committee his name is usually entered separately from the 
others up to that time). Only two names are recorded in 
the Privy Council Register as being added to the Committee, 
that of Godolphin on 20 November 1690, and that of 
Bridgewater on 14 May 1691.  ^ But from the Register of the 
Committee it appears that its third meeting, on 1 March 1689, 
was attended by Winchester; the meeting on 3 March by 
Sidney and Russell; and the meeting on 5 March by Nottingham 
all of whom became regular attenders. At later meetings 
more Privy Councillors appeared - Capel, Herbert, Lumley, 
Bolton, Bath, Delamere, and others, who all attended more 
or less frequently. This expansion of its membership is a 
strong argument against identifying the Committee for Irish 
Affairs as a Cabinet, but the original composition of the 
Committee and the nature of its business support the theory 
that it was something approaching one.
1. P.O. 2/74, 56, 172.
57
The urgency of the Irish situation obviously 
dictated the swift appointment of an ad hoc Committee, and 
meant that the Committee dealt with the most vital 
government decisions. "The Committee was evidently a 
pov/erful body, coequal with the Council itself and not a 
sub-committee reporting to the full C o u n c i l " T h i s
2
judgement is borne out by a study of the Committee's Register. 
The Register is very similar to the Privy Council Register, 
being a fair entry book, with various handv/ritings alternat­
ing in the same v/ay as they do in the Privy Council Register. 
(The Committee did not have a single Clerk, as the Committee 
of Intelligence had had, but employed the several Clerks 
of the Council, whose signatures appear on various of its 
letters). The entries cover 555 pages, and run from 
14 February 1689 to 5 October 1691, with a gap of eight 
blank pages between 29 April and 5 May 1690, the pages in 
this latter section being un-numbered. There is no 
immediately obvious explanation for the break in the Register, 
or for its termination, though it is possibly significant 
of a change in the status of the Committee that the break
1. Pugh, R.B. "The Privy Council Minutes newly transferred
to the Public Record Office" B.I.H.R. XXII (1949) 15.
2. P.C. 6/2 Parts of it are printed, from copies submitted
to a Committee of the House of Lords enquiring into 
miscarriages in Ireland, 1689, in H.M.C. R. XII, Pt.6, 
(MSS. of the House of Lords, 1689-1690) No.101,
159-192.
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should come so near to the time of the appointment of the
committee of nine.
The Committee dealt with all aspects of the war
in Ireland - with raising troops, organizing supplies,
arranging shipping; with drafting instructions ; and with
drav/ing up royal Declarations, receiving representations
and information from Irishmen, and recommending persons for
Commissions and appointments in Ireland. The Committee
had at its disposal sums of money, ("lodged in Mr. Guy's
hands"), and arranged for money to he made available for
getting men, stores and s h i p s i t  wrote letters of
2
direction to Customs and other officeiy it discussed 
business to be brought before the House of Commons ;^  and 
it interviewed the various subordinates who were supposed 
to be putting its orders into effect, such as Mr. Commissary 
Shales, or the Commissioners of Victualling.^ A not 
untypical entry in the Register is that for 13 July 1689, 
when a Committee of six met, and among other business, read 
a letter from Shales setting out the conditions under which 
masters of ships would agree to serve, "Whereupon Mr. Blath- 
wayt is immediately sent down by the Committee to shew it
1. e.g. P.C. 6/2 24-28
2. Ibid., 14.
3. Ibid., 18 - "About pressing of carriages, to move
House of Commons".
4. P.C. 6/2 76-77, 102, 117 etc.
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to the Lords of the Treasury for their speedy order as to
that part which relates to the Revenue, which was accordingly
done. The failures in Ireland cannot he attributed to
want of effort on the part of the Committee, at any rate
in its earlier stages, although it was fiercely attacked in
Parliament, and it is true that its efficiency was impaired
2
by quarrels between Halifax and Schomberg in 1689, and 
Danby and Marlborough inl690^. By 1691 Danby was complain­
ing to the King of the slackness of the ministers, "for 
when my health does not permitt my attendance, (which for a 
weeke past it has not), I can gett no Committee for Irish 
Affairs to meete, and this day (which is the second time I 
have been able to go myselfë) I had much adoe to gett a 
committee, whereas the backwardness of all things relating 
to Ireland requires a dayly attendance."^ The Committee 
was drifting into the shallows, as it were, and the end of 
the Register in October 1691 may mean that it ceased to meet 
regularly then. A new Irish Committee was appointed on 
29 November 1694, but it was a normal Council Committee, 
with no pretensions to Cabinet status.
1. P.O. 6/2 112.
2. Foxcroft, H.C. op. cit., II, 78, 82.
3.Browning,A. %pmas Osborne, Earl of Danby and Duke 
of Leeds, 1632-1712 (1951, Glasgow) I,' 487-488.
4. Ibid., II, 191. 3 February 1691.
5. P.C. 2/75, 512.
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It is the intense activity of the early part of 
its life that suggests that the first Irish Committee of 
William's reign was a sort of makeshift Cabinet. The fact 
that it dealt only with Irish business is not an insuperable 
bar to this suggestion, considering how pressing the problem 
of Ireland was at that moment. In all its activity directed 
towards the conduct of the war the Irish Committee resembles, 
more than anything, the Cabinet of the reign of Anne.
William intended to govern without a Cabinet, and until he 
was ready to appoint one the Committee for Irish Affairs 
continued the Cabinet tradition. After the appointment of 
the committee of nine the Cabinet can be definitely said 
to have re-appeared, and the Committee for Irish Affairs 
gradually dropped out of sight. The Register shows its 
meetings becoming fewer, with less business being transacted 
at them, and that business being of less importance. The 
King had taken over full responsibility for the conduct of 
the Irish campaign. Even the problems of supplying the 
army in Ireland cannot have been so pressing as they were 
at first, once the organization for dealing with them had 
been created : Commissioners for Transportation were appointed
in February I69O, and told to take their instructions from 
the Irish Committee,^  and the other subordinate authorities 
must already have been galvanized into such action as they
1. P.C. 2/73, 398.
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were capable of. Then too, in I69O, with the threat of a
French invasion of England, the centre of interest shifted
from Ireland, and the main preoccupation of the government
was with defence at home. The theory that the Committee
for Irish Affairs acted as a Cabinet, is only tenable if
it is admitted that it filled that role temporarily. The
argument may perhaps be clinched by one quotation; a letter
from Sidney to Nottingham of 17 February I69I said, "There
was a Committee of Irish Affairs on Saturday, a Cabinet
Council yesterday, and another Committee today.
The identity of the committee of nine as the
Cabinet is demonstrated not only by Queen Mary's remarks,
but by Danby's letters also.' He refers often to the Cabinet
Council, in contexts plainly meaning the committee of nine.
Nottingham, admittedly, spoke quite often of the Committee.
During 1689 such references in his letters meant the Committee
2
for Irish Affairs^ but during I69O references to the 
Committee, the Lords of the Committee, and the Lords of the 
Committee of Council, obviously mean the same body that the 
Queen and Danby called the Cabinet Council.^ For instance, 
a letter of Danby's of 23 June I69O, in which he speaks of
1. quoted from the Irish State Papers by Turner, Cabinet
Council, I, 351-352.
2. H.M.C. 71, Finch II, 250, 253, 256,
3. Ibid., 288, 294, 295, 299, 304, 313, 318, 319, 331, 332,
334, 347.
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the Queen taking a strong line in the Cabinet Council about 
disloyal proceedings at Somerset House,^ is clearly 
referring to the same incident that Nottingham describes
2
in a letter of 21 June, where he speaks of the Committee. 
Similarly, a comparison of Danby's and Nottingham's letters 
of 7 July show that they were talking about the same thing,^ 
and also puts beyond doubt that the committee of nine was 
acting as a Cabinet. Such confusion, caused by the indiscrim­
inate use of the names Cabinet Council and Committee,
emphasises again the danger of depending too much upon
A
miscellaneous references.
Fortunately, the identity of the committee of 
nine and the Cabinet can be .confirmed by a set of minutes 
or memoranda kept by Nottingham in I69O and 1691. In the
1. Browning, A. op. cit., II, 167.
2. H.M.C. 71, Finch II, 305-306.
3. Browning, A. op. cit., II, 178. Finch II, op. cit.,
347-348.
cf. also Aiken, V^ .A. The Conduct of the Earl of 
Nottingham (1941, Yale University Press, New Haven)
So, where Nottingham describes the circumstances under 
which "the Committee of Council" wrote to the King.
4. Turner, Cabinet Council, I, 350, will only go so far
as to say that the Committee of Council and Cabinet 
Council "were composed of the same members, and that 
the two terms were generally used to designate one and 
the same government organ." He then cites references
ranging from 1682 to 1713, which, not unnaturally, tend 
to confuse the argument.
5. H.M.C. 71, Finch III, Appendix III, 378-412.
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first note of the series, Nottingham records the meeting of 
2 June 1690 v\^ hen the King and Queen and the members of the 
committee of nine came together. The first decision taken 
by that meeting was that, "All things (without exception) 
are to be debated in this cabinett-counci11 before the 
Queen, during the King's absence. Nottingham's minutes 
for 1690 record 34- meetings, from 2 June to 6 September.
All but 13 were attended by the Queen. Her nine advisers, 
the Lord President, Danby; Lord Steward, Devonshire;
Lord Chamberlain, Dorset ; 1st Lord of the Admiralty, 
Pembroke ; 1st Lord of the Treasury, Lowther; Marlborough; 
Monmouth; and Russell; were all pretty regular in their 
attendance. In contrast to the usual Cabinet procedure, 
the days on which most meetings took place were Tuesdays and 
Saturdays, (Tuesday, 9, Saturday, 8; Wednesday and 
Thursday, 5; Monday, 3; Friday, 2; Sunday, l), though 
this may have been the result of sudden meetings during the 
summer crisis as much as of design. Y/ar affairs occupied 
most space in the minutes, but other subjects were dealt 
with also - from the failure of Mr. Atkinson to read the
prayers for the King's success in the chapel at Somerset
2 ^House to the question of bail for Lord Preston.
1. H.M.C. 71, Finch III, Appendix III, 378.
2. Ibid., 380-381.
3. Ibid., 388.
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The minutes stop abruptly on 6 September, the date of the
King's return from Ireland.^
Nottingham's minutes for I69I follow a âmilar
pattern. They record 61 meetings, between 23 April and
21 October. The first two were attended by the King,
prior to his departure, and the final one was held after his
return, and at it his speech to Parliament was read and 
2
settled. In the interim the Queen had attended all but 
4 meetings, and Prince George had appeared at 23.^  The 
other members of the Cabinet this year were the same as in 
I69O, with the addition of Godolphin, 1st Lord of the 
Treasury, (Lowther, now Vice Chamberlain, remained a member), 
and Portland, who only came -.to the first tv/o meetings before
going to Flanders with the King; Marlborough and Sidney
also were only at the first two meetings and the last, and 
Russell was away from 15 May to 18 September. Tuesday 
again was the day on which most meetings were held, though 
Friday had taken the place of Saturday as the second most 
used day, (Tuesday 23; Friday 22; Saturday 6; Thursday 5;
1. H.M.C. 71, Finch III, Appendix III, 389.
2. Ibid., 412.
3. Mr. Bickley's suggestion in his Introduction, that Prince
George was invited to attend by the soft-hearted Queen 
as a sop for the snub he had received from her husband, 
seems not to be borig out by the evidence, for the 
Prince was at the two meetings before the King's 
departure as well as that after his return. He also
attended the Cabinet in the period 1695-1697, as the
Tmimbull minutes show.
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Wednesday 3; Sunday 2; Monday O). Again, as in 1690,
the war was the main topic discussed, with numerous meetings
devoted to devising instructions for the F l e e t h u t
other matters appeared too, such as the decision to
2
prorogue Parliament; further complications about the 
examination and pardoning of Lord Preston;-" and approval 
of the Judges's Circuits and instructions.'^
The Nottingham minutes thus give a clear picture 
of the composition and work of the Cabinet during 1690 
and 1691. They show that, while there was no official 
Cabinet when William was in England, one was certainly 
active during his absences. They prove the identity of 
the Cabinet Council and Committee for this period - though 
there may be a hint of the difference that was to become 
obvious in the next reign, namely that Cabinet Council and 
Committee were names for the same body meeting with and 
without the sovereign; Cabinet Council thus continuing 
the traditional name and role of the Cabinet, and the title 
Committee deriving from the Committee of nine of 1690.
This is no more than a suggestion, that cannot be proved 
by specific reference to Nottingham's usage of the terms,
1. H.M.C. 71, Finch III, Appendix III, 389, 392, 393,
405, 410, 411.
2. Ibid., 389.
3. Ibid., 389, 390, 393, 397.
4. Ibid., 396, 399.
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(he chose to speak of the Committee rather than the Cabinet
Council in a letter to the King, in spite of the fact that
the Queen was at the meeting he was describing)^ The next
set of Secretary of State's minutes perhaps give greater
clarity to the distinction.
There are three good pieces of evidence for the
organization of the Cabinet in the remainder of William's
reign. They are the minutes of the Secretaries Shrewsbury,
Trumbull and Vernon. There are also a few minutes of
Secretary Trenchard, belonging to 1694, among the State 
2
Papers. The Shrewsbury minutes have long been known.
Sir William Anson drew attention to them in an article in
1914, saying, "A comparison'of these minutes with the Register
of the Privy Council shows clearly that they were not records
of meetings of the Council,"  ^although they are given that
4title in the Historical Manuscripts Commission calendar.
1. H.M.C. 71, Pinch III, 128, 397.
2. Turner, Cabinet Council, I, 158-163, describes these
minutes and compares them to Shrewsbury's. They are
to be found in S.P., Dom., William and Mary 5, and
S.P., Naval, III.
3. Anson, W.R. "The Cabinet in the 17th and l8th centur­
ies." E.H.R. XXIX (1914) 60.
4- H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.l. 61.
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The Trumbull minutes have recently been re-discovered.
They were not among the Trumbull Papers calendared by the
Historical Manuscripts Commission^ but Dr. Plumb mentions
2
them in his article on the Cabinet under Queen Anne.
The Vernon minutes are in the British Museum, and the 
title of the Volume, "Privy Council Minutes", is obviously 
erroneous.^ The Shrewsbury memoranda cover 60 meetings 
over the period 18 March 1694 to 1 May 1696. The Trumbull 
memoranda cover 105 meetings from 4 May 1695 to 21 November 
1697. The Vernon memoranda cover 80 meetings from 
5 December 1697 to 23 June 1700. There is thus a continuous 
collection of evidence about the Cabinet for the years from 
1694 to 1700. The first point to be noticed, however, is 
that all three sets of minutes, except those of Shrewsbury 
dating from 1694, have gaps in them almost exactly corres­
ponding to the times of the King's absences from England.
Thus, in 1695 the King was away from 12 May to 10 October, 
and the Shrewsbury and Trumbull memoranda both have gaps 
between 4 May and 13 October; in 1696 the King was away 
from 6 May to 6 October, and Shrewsbury's minutes stop
short at 1 May, while Trumbull's stop at the same date and
1. H.M.C. 75, Downshire (Easthampstead Park) I, Pts.I & II.
2. Plumb, J.H. op.cit., 155.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781. Turner appears not to have
used this collection, and I have not noticed any mention 
of it by other authorities.
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do not resume until 11 October; in 1697 the King was away
from 26 April to 14 November, and Trumbull's memoranda have
a gap from 22 April to 21 November; in 1698 the King was
away from 20 July to 3 December, and Vernon's minutes have
a gap from 17 July to 11 December; in 1699 the King was
away from 2 June to 18 October, and Vernon's minutes have
a gap between 31 May and 20 October; in 1700 the King was
away from 5 July to 18 October, and Vernon's minutes cease
on 23 June, to be followed only by a "Memdum. of what His
Majesty recommended to the Lords Justices, 3 July 1700.
Mr. E.R. Turner's contention that the Lords Justices, being
the same people as the members of the Cabinet, (except when
the Secretaries of State were in the Cabinet but were not
2 'Lords Justices), took over its work during the time that 
the King was away, is thus confirmed.^
Before turning to the period of the Lords Justices, 
however, something must be said about the Shrewsbury minutes 
of 1694. The series begins on 18 March, a fortnight after 
Shrewsbury became Secretary of State, and ends on 2 November, 
(there is a minute for 9 December, but this seems to be of 
a Privy Council m e e t i n g ) T h e  minutes, according to the
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781. 161.
2. Turner, Cabinet Council, II, 217.
3. Ibid., 2T5-2I6 and Turner, E.R. "The Lords Justices
of England" E.H.R. XXIX (1914) 468 and passim.
4. cf. P.C. 2/76, 4.
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editor of the Historical Manuscripts Commission Calendar, 
are in Shrewsbury*s own writing.^ Less than half of them 
begin by giving the location of the meeting, (7 say 
"Kensington” and 3 “wliitehall"), and only 5 have any 
indication of its nature, (one is endorsed "Cabinet Council", 
one begins "Committee of Council", 2 begin "Committee", 
and one appears from a phrase within the minute to be a 
"Committee"). The first 5 meetings recorded took place 
before the King's departure. They were all on Sundays,
18 and 25 March, 8, 15 and 22 April. The last two of these 
meetings, not marked "Committee" or "Committee of Council" 
as the others are, took place on days when the Privy Council 
also met. On 15 April the persons present are identical 
in the Shrewsbury minute and the Privy Council Register, 
(taking Shrewsbury's "Lord Chancellor" as a slip or misprint 
for "Lord Chamberlain", since he had already listed the 
Keeper of the Great Seal), but the business dealt with is 
not quite the same, although Shrewsbury's minute does include 
the sentence, "The Lords of the Admiralty delivered their 
report upon the Com. of Sick and Wounded, and upon the 
petition of the Com. they are ordered to be heard at a 
Committee, when the whole Council are to be summoned," and 
the Privy Council Register says of a meeting on 18 April,
1. H.M.C. 45j Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 61 etc.
2. Ibid., 62 P.C. 2/75, 397.
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"It is this day ordered in Council that the Commissioners 
of Sick and Wounded and Exchange of Prisoners doe attend this 
Board on Friday next"A On 22 April when Shrewsbury's 
minute and the Privy Council Register again each record a 
meeting at Kensington the lists of attendance cannot he 
compared as the Register has only the King's name, followed
p
by a blank space; but the business dealt with is again 
different.
The persons present at the meetings recorded by 
Shrewsbury were, the King; Lord Keeper, Somers; Lord 
President, Leeds; Lord Privy Seal, Pembroke; Lord Steward, 
Devonshire ; Lord Chamberlain, Dorset; the Secretaries of 
State, Shrewsbury and Trenchard; 1st Lord of the Treasury, 
Godolphin; 1st Lord of the Admiralty, Russell; Master- 
General of the Ordnance, Sidney; Rochester; Portland ; and 
Seymour. These were the people, then, who formed the 
Cabinet. Prom a total of 9 persons in 1690, and 11 in 
1691, the Cabinet had now grown to 13. William's prophecy 
that the admission of one person would open the way for 
another to come in was being vindicated, and he was apparently 
not yet reconciled to the idea of a Cabinet.
Vvhen the King left England, he intended that no 
Cabinet Council should meet in his absence. This appears 
from his letters to Shrewsbury in connection with v/hat may
1. P.O. 2/75, 397.
2. Ibid., 405.
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be called, for convenience, the hormanby incident. It is 
confirmed by the evidence of Shrewsbury's minutes, which 
record 19 meetings during the King's absence, at none of 
which the Queen was present, whereas she had taken part in 
the meetings of 1690 and 1691. The first meeting after 
the King's departure that Shrewsbury records was on 
Wednesday 9 May; the minute begins "Whitehall", and gives 
the attendance as the lord Keeper, Lord President, Lord 
Privy Seal, and the two Secretaries. Pleet operations 
were discussed, and Shrewsbury notes that "this day was the 
first time that I was at any meetip.g concerning the attempt 
upon B r e s t . T w o  days afterwards he wrote to William 
about the meeting, saying, '^ ...By Her Majesty's directions,
I suppose, Mr. Secretary Trenchard, upon Wednesday last, 
writ letters to my lord keeper, lord Portland, privy seal, 
lord Sydney, and myself, to meet at his office to consult 
about the two services that are now expected from the Pleet 
viz. that of the Mediterranean and the attempt up on Brest. 
This being at Mr. Secretary's office, where many people came 
in upon business, could not be kept such a secret, but the 
marquis of Normanby hearing of it, came to me yesterday 
morning, and so positively assured me, that you had in 
express terms promised him to be called to all councils, 
when any, in what place soever, should be summoned, that he
1. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House), II, Pt.I, 65-
72
could not believe but this proceeding of the queen, in
leaving him out in any consultations, must proceed from a
mistake,... I waited upon the queen accordingly, and she
was pleased to permit me to tell my lord again, that your
majesty's instructions to her were, that there should be
no cabinet council; but lords should be summoned, sometimes
one, and sometimes another, as they should be judged most
proper for the business they were to advise about ; only
some whose employments belong to the crown, made it necessary
they should not be excluded.Shrewsbury went on to say
that Normanby would certainly not be content to be summoned
occasionally, and to point out "that this manner we are now
in, of holding secret councils, will, most certainly, give
the same reasons of discontent to my lord Stev\^ ard,
chamberlain, and all the rest, who are not constantly 
2
admitted.". He softened the criticism by remarking that 
"in these summer months, there should be seldom occasion of 
calling these councils"; but, "accidents will arise upon 
which orders can never, in your majesty's absence, be given, 
unless some people do meet to take the lead ... in advising 
the queen in matters it cannot be presumed she can be 
throughly informed of."^  On 15 May he was able to tell the
1. Coxe, W. Private and Original Correspondence of Charles
Talbot, Duke of Shrewsbury (T52T5 33-4
2. Ibid., 34-35
3. Ibid., 35.
73
King that his fears of all the others excluded from such 
secret meetings taking offence had been mitigated by the 
attitude of the Lord Steward: "I am sure his taking it so
right, will have influence upon others, who cannot reasonably 
complain, if he be s a t i s f i e d . I n  the meantime, on 14 May, 
a similar meeting to that of the 9th had taken place, with 
Lord Sidney this time present, (Portland did not come to 
either meeting, though Shrewsbury mentioned his being 
summoned to the first as well as Sidney). There were
2
further discussions about the Mediterranean operations.
William's reply to Shrewsbury's first letter was 
written on 22 May. He said, "It is true that I did promise 
my lord Normanby that when there was a cabinet council, he 
should assist at it; but surely this does not engage either 
the queen or myself, to summon him to all the meetings, 
which we may order, on particular occasions, to be attended 
solely by the great officers of the crown, namely, the lord 
keeper, the lord president, the lord privy seal, and the two 
secretaries of state. I do not knov/ the reason why my 
lord Sydney was summoned to attend, unless it was on account 
of some business relative to the Artillery, which however 
might have been communicated to him. I do not see that any
1. Coxe, W. Private and Original Correspondence of Charles 
Talbot Duke of Shrewsbury (l821) 36.
2. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 56.
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objection can be made to this arrangement, whenever the queen
summons the aforesaid officers of the crown to consult on
some secret and important affair. Assuredly that number
is sufficient, and the meeting cannot be considered a
cabinet council, since they are distinguished by their
offices from the other counsellors of state, and therefore
no one can find fault if they are more trusted and employed
than others. I agree entirely with you that if Lord
Normanby is admitted, all those who have ever attended any
cabinet council, should likewise have a seat ... if he forces
us to have a regular cabinet council, merely that he may
attend, and when we do not deem it advantageous for the
welfare of our service, it is assuming too much.
Shrewsbury replied on 1 June that Normanby was still "not
satisfied in being left out, because the meeting is not to
2
have the name of a cabinet council." Normanby himself 
wrote to the King asking "that I should meet with the Keeper, 
President, Privy Seal and Secretaries when they are assembled," 
and claiming that "this very way of this meeting with myself 
was my own proposall to your Majesty, when you were pleased 
to advise with me about those methods and when you were so 
partiall as to thinke me so much more assiduous than the 
White Staves?^ "The present method", he said, "is a reall
1. Coxe, W. op.cit., 38-39.
2. Ibid., 40.
3. He was presumably referring to the paper, attributed to
him at S.P. 8/13, 7.
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Cabinet without the name, nay called so generally now; and 
there was no other in all the late King's times ; out of 
which too the Privy Seal Lord Anglesey was ever excluded; 
so that it does not go now according to places, since he 
is in it.
The Normanby incident thus throws considerable 
light on the state of the Cabinet. William, when he was 
away, wanted no "regular cabinet council". He had not 
wanted one in 1689, but had come to acknowledge the need for 
one in 1690. Now Shrewsbury pointed out that practical 
necessity demanded that "some people do meet to take the 
lead ... in advising the queen." William thought that such 
meetings, if called at all, should be "attended solely by 
the great officers of the crown, namely the lord keeper, 
the lord president, the lord privy seal, and the two 
secretaries of state," which group was "distinguished by 
their offices from the rest of the counsellors of state."
It is interesting that the King did not consider the presence 
of the heads of the Treasury and Admiralty necessary, although 
their advice might have been expected to be of importance 
in wartime, even when the King himself was responsible for 
the conduct of military operations. In the history of 
Cabinets there is always a conflict between compression, for 
the sake of what Charles II had called "secrecy and dispatch", 
and expansion to include all those whose advice and support
1. S.P. 8/15, 35.
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would strengthen the administration. William had come 
down firmly on the side of compression, hut he did not 
succeed in keeping his Cabinet down to the basic number of 
f i v e W h e n  Sunderland, in 1701, outlined his ideal 
Cabinet, he thought 10 a suitable number for it, with 
the possible addition of the 1st Lord of the Admiralty and 
the Master of the Ordnance - though he said "If these two 
are excluded, no one can take it ill, if he be not 
a d m i t t e d . I n  1704, Harley was advised "to make the office 
of Secretary of State an inner cabinett ... Cabinets of ten 
or fourteen are monsters and useless. If her Majestie 
leaves the course of things to follow the nature and eustome 
of English Kings, her Privy Council shou'd take cognisance 
of all needfull affaires, but her Treasurer and Secretary 
of State should be all her Cabinet, unless she had a well 
qualified Chancellor to add to them.Meanwhile,
Normanby*s protest was accurate in stating that the meetings 
of the five ministers held in 1694 were "a reall Cabinet 
without the name." Apparently 'William decided that it was 
not worth offending him, because the next meeting recorded 
in the Shrewsbury minutes is called a "Cabinet Council",
1. Ailesbury attributed Sunderland's comeback partly to the
fact that "The Cabinet Council had been too public, 
there being nine or ten persons at least of that body." 
Ailesbury, T. Memoirs: written by himself (1890,
Roxburghe Club) 269*
2. Turner, Cabinet Council, 1, 405.
3. Warner, G.E. "An Unpublished Political Paper of Daniel
Defoe." E.H.R. XXII (1907) 130.
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and Normanby was present at it, and at most of the rest of 
the meetings up to the time of the King's return.
The meeting on 21 June was attended by the Lord 
Steward as well as Normanby. All the rest of the meetings 
that year were of a similar type. The subjects discussed 
at almost every one were the operations of the Pleet and 
the expedition to Dunkirk. In addition, on 13 August 
Shrewsbury noted, "Write to Mr. Attorney to prepare a 
proclamation against tomorrow for re-taking Col. Parker", 
and, "Directions to speak to Sir Thomas Cook, to acquaint 
him with the contents of Mr. Blathwayt's l e t t e r . O n  
15 August the meeting was taken up with "the Danish man-of-
2war who has offered this affront to Their Majesties Pleet," 
which subject recurred on 28 September.^ On 23 August the 
only note is, "The answer of the East India Company to be 
sent to the King, and receive his commands upon i t . T h e  
people present at the 15 meetings were Shrewsbury (15);
Lord Keeper (13); Normanby (13); Sidney (12); Lord Pres­
ident (10); Trenchard (7); Lord Privy Seal, (6); Lord 
Chamberlain (4); Lord Steward (2); Godolphin (l); and 
Berkeley (1). None of the meetings is given any title by 
Shrewsbury, but one minute includes the sentence, "proposal
1. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 115
2. Ibid, 117.
3. Ibid., 141.
4. Ibid. 120.
78
about Dunkirke laid before the Committee, and no resolution 
taken upon i t , a n d  references in Shrewsbury's letters 
that can be connected with meetings which he minutes are 
generally to "the Committee".^ Nevertheless, the membership 
of these meetings and the business they handled make it clear 
that they were actually Cabinets.
To sum up, it seems that inspite of V/illiam's 
aversion to a Cabinet meeting in his absence, something 
that was one in effect did meet. The Committee that met 
during the summer of 1694, and especially in August and 
September, consisted of the same persons and went under 
the same name as the group that had been meeting with the 
King before his departure. It can equally well be identified 
as the Cabinet, although the Queen did not appear at it.
This Cabinet, meeting as it did without the Queen, was 
usually called by Shrewsbury a Committee, ecactly as Queen 
Anne's Cabinet was to be called the Committee when it met 
without her. On several occasions it met on the same day 
as the Privy Council, but from the nature of the business 
each body transacted and from the fact that more councillors 
were always shown as present in the Privy Council Register 
it is clear that the two bodies were distinct. For example,
1. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House), 11, Pt.I, 141.
2. e.g. Coxe, W. op.cit., 63.
H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House), 11, Pt.I, 116.
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at the Committee on 27 September were the Lord Keeper,
Lord Steward, Shrewsbury, Sidney and Normanby;^ whereas 
at Council the Queen was present, and in addition Bath,
2
Montagu, Ranelagh, Bursley, Cornwallis, Holt, and Goodrioke. 
The only case of possible confusion is that of 9 December, 
a meeting after the King's return, and the last one recorded 
by Shrewsbury for 1694. His memoranda gives no list of 
persons present, and in fact consists only of the note,
"Write to the Lords Justices in Ireland to know if they can 
furnish the Pleet with any number of seamen, and what niumber.^ 
The order that Shrewsbury should write such a letter is one 
of the items of business at the Privy Council held on the 
same day and also at Kensington, with the King and 19 
councillors present.^
With the Queen's death, William's idea of avoiding 
a Cabinet and having only the great officers of state 
consulting upon particularly important occasions during his 
absence, finally became impossible. Some sort of formal 
authority was needed in England while the King was abroad, 
and the need was met by the appointment of the Lords Justices. 
These Lords Justices were, in effect, the members of the 
Cabinet meeting in an officially recognised capacity.
1. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 141.
2. P.O. 2/75, 478.
3. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House), II, Pt.I, 165.
4. P.C. 2/76, 4.
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Perhaps as a result of this semi-regularisation, the Cabinet 
did not lapse again, but continued to meet every winter when 
the King was at home, at least up to 1700.
Shrewsbury's and Trumbull's memoranda overlap 
from May 1695 to March 1696, when Shrewsbury's end. The 
two sets of minutes are complementary, not contradictory. 
Shrewsbury recorded 7 meetings not among Trumbull's minutes, 
and though Trumbull has 43 not noted by Shrewsbury, many 
of these are meetings held only to examine witnesses 
concerned in the Assassination Plot, some of whose accusations 
were aimed at Shrewsbury himself. The main theme of 
Shrewsbury's minutes was war planning, but there was also
1 . 2 3
discussion of the coinage, trade, Ireland, and the affairs 
of the East India Company.^ Trumbull's minutes agree with 
Shrewsbury's about the sort of business discussed, and, 
continuing after Shrewsbury's end, are concerned primarily 
with the Plot, but include the following notes - "King's
5
speech read and altered"r a reference to the formalities 
of the Peace Congress and nomination of our representatives ;^
1. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 242, 278.
2. Ibid., 255, 275.
3. Ibid., 255, 258, 297.
4. Ibid., 258.
5. Berks. County Record Office, Reading. "Notes Made by '
Sir William Trumbull at meetings of the Cabinet 
1695-1697." 19 October 1696.
6. Ibid., 10 January 1697.
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"about a Bill or Clause in a Bill to make it High Treason to
1 2 make Bayes etc."; "Irish Bills" and "Wool cruisers".
A noticeable feature of Shrewsbury's and of 
Trumbull's minutes is the active part they assign to the 
King. Both Secretaries, and Trumbull especially, constantly 
record what the King said in introducing a subject of 
discussion or deciding an issue. In this William's 
practice contrasts strongly v/ith Anne's, as recorded, .or 
rather not recorded, in Harley's minutes.^ William was 
present at all but 7 of the 35 meetings recorded by 
Shrewsbury after May 1695. The othersr v/ho attended the 
majority of meetings were the Archbishop of Canterbury,
Tenison; Lord Keeper, Somers’; Lord Privy Seal, Pembroke ;
Lord Steward, Devonshire ; Lord Chamberlain, Dorset ; 1st 
Lord of the Treasury, Godolphin; and the two Secretaries, 
Shrewsbury and Trumbull. .The 1st Lord of the Admiralty, 
Russell, attended only about half the meetings, as did 
Portland and Prince George. The Chancellors of the 
Exchequer, Smith and Pox, are each shown as attending once. 
Trumbull's minutes for the same period agree with Shrewsbury's, 
except that they show a few more attendances for Smith and 
Pox, and also the occasional attendance of Chief Justice 
Holt and the Attorney and Solicitor General, (always at meet­
ings when the King was not present). The same sort of
1. Berks. County Record Office, Reading. "Notes Made by Sir 
William Trumbull at meetings of the Cabinet 1695-1697."
7 March 1697# 2. Ibid., 21 November 1697.
3. B.M. Loan 29/9 passim.
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picture is presented for 1696 and 1697, after Shrewsbury's 
minutes end. The King was at all but 4 of the 31 meetings. 
The other regular attenders were the Archbishop, Tenison;
Lord Keeper/Chancellor, Somers; Lord Steward, Devonshire; 
Lord Chamberlain, Dorset; Portland; and (presumably) 
Trumbull himself. Others who came a little less frequently 
were Prince George; 1st Lord of the Admiralty, Russell;
Lord Privy Seal, Pembroke ; Secretary, Shrewsbury; and 
1st Lord of the Treasury, Godolphin, (roughly in that order, 
the first coming most often). Rook and Montagu came once 
each.
Both sets of minutes show a reversion to the old
Cabinet practice of meeting on Sundays. In Shrewsbury's
record 20 out of 35 meetings were on Sundays, (Tuesday, 4;
Wednesday and Thursday, 3; Priday and Saturday, 2;
Monday, 1). In Trumbull's record 45 out of 105 meetings
were on Sundays, (Monday, 13; Wednesday, 12; Thursday, 11;
Priday, 9; Saturday, 8; Tuesday, 7)$. Shrewsbury's minutes
begin "Kensington", or, for the meetings not attended by the
King, "Whitehall".^  Trumbull too generally endorsed his
minutes "Kensington" when the King was present, and "Duke
1. He does not show that the King was present at a meeting 
at Kensington on 14 November 1695, but Trumbull says 
that he was there.
One minute has no place of meeting marked on it.
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of Shrewsbury's", or nothing, when he was not. Eight of 
Trumbull's minutes are also endorsed with the word "Cabinet" ■ 
5 were meetings on Sundays with the King present, but 3 
were on other days without the King. Three other minutes 
are endorsed "Cabt. at the duke of Shrewsbury's", only one 
of these meetings being on a Sunday, and the King present 
at none. One minute is endorsed "Cabinet at Windsor" and 
this refers to a meeting on a Sunday with the King present.
It would seem, then, that no absolutely clear distinction 
was yet made on the lines of Queen Anne's Cabinet system, 
as between Cabinet Councils (meeting in the presence of the 
sovereign at royal palaces and usually on Sundays) and 
Committees (meetings without the sovereign at the office 
of the Secretary of State).
Trumbull had not been a very willimg Secretary of 
State. Erom the first he did not enjoy working with
Shrewsbury,^ and he made several attempts to be rid of his
2 1 job: by November 1697 he was very restive, and on
1 December he finally quitted.^ His series of Cabinet
minutes come to an end on 21 November 1697, but the practice
of keeping personal memoranda was continued by his successor
James Vernon. Though it is in a volume entitled "Privy
1. Berks. County Record Office, Reading. "Diary of Sir
William Trumbull." 12 May 1696.
2. e.g. Ibid., 8 March 1697.
3. "Diary of Sir William Trumbull", op.cit., 17 November 1697
4. Ibid., 1 December 1697.
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Council Minutes" Vernon's collection of minutes record only
6 meetings whose dates correspond with those of meetings
of the Council as recorded in the Register, and two of these
minutes are distinguished by lists of attendance being
given, (Vernon's memoranda differ from Nottingham's,
Shrewsbury's and Trumbull's in not, as a rule, beginning
with a list of those present). Apart from this, and the
fact that they are mostly endorsed "Minute" or "Minutes",
Vernon's memoranda are similar in form to Trumbull's.
That these memoranda are Cabinet minutes can be
deduced by comparing parts of them with Vernon's letters.
Thus, on 17 December 1697 Vernon wrote that some memorials
about St. Christopher's would' be considered the next Sunday
"at the cabinet council",^  and on 19 December his minutes
read, "The Memoriall about St. Christopher's to bee sent to
2
the Commrs for Trade to consider." On 26 March 1699 he 
wrote to Chief Justice Holt enclosing the petitions of John 
Wright and Ralph Gammon, condemned at Chelmsford, which he 
said had beenlaid before the King that morning at the 
cabinet council and which he had been ordered to send to 
Holt for his report ;^  on the same day his minute says,
"John Wright's pet. read. That my Ld. C.J. bee writ to to 
respite the execution till he has made his report. Gam#ons
1. S.P. Dom. William & Mary, 15, 177.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781, 5.
3. Cal. S.P. Dom. 1699, 116.
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pet. to bee sent to my Ld. C.J. at the same t i m e . O n  
17 March 1699 his minute said, "To write to the Admty upon 
the list of ships and account of seamen presented by the
p
E. of Bridgwater," and on 18 March he did write to the 
Admiralty saying that the King had "last night at the 
Cabinet Council" considered the account of ships and seamen
presented by the Earl of Bridgwater.^ On 7 April 1700 his
minute describes the plan for taking Captain Kidd into 
custody as soon as he arrived in England,^ and on 9/13 
April his letter to Shrewsbury also recounted the plans, 
and said, "The scheme we had laid about Kidd is overturned :
I told it to His Majesty before he went to the Cabinet
Council who approved of it, but said I must acquaint the 
House with it the next morning," and the House had decided 
that Kidd's examination should be conducted by itself or the 
Admiralty, not the Cabinet Council. Finally, the supposition 
that these minutes of Vernone's are Cabinet minutes explains 
the otherwise mysterious remark in his letter to Shrewsbury 
on 2 December 1697, three days before the series of minutes 
starts, "Tomorrow I shall be sworn a clerk of the cabinet 
c o u n c i l . O f  the 80 meetings he records, all but 7 took
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781, 85.
2. Ibid., 141.
3. Cal. S.P. Dom. 1699-1700, 403.
4. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781, 147.
5. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of
William III, 1^96“ to 1708. (184Ï) III, 10^11.
6. Ibid., II, 434.
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place on Sundays. That the place of meetings was usually
the office of the senior Secretary of State is illustrated
by a remark of Vernon to Shrewsbury that the Cabinet Council
would meet "at the Archbishop's lodging in the Cock Pit, I
not being assured that your Grace's rooms were furnished.
The extracts that have been quoted give some idea
of the business recorded in Vernon's minutes. It is broad
enough in scope to accord with any definition of Cabinet
business, bi£t it is noticeable that this Cabinet was not
taken wholly into King William's confidence, any more than
King Charles II had taken his Committees of Foreign Affairs
and Intelligence completely into his confidence. As far back
as 1693 Sunderland had been offering the King advice on
2
political management and, to give an example of an unofficial 
consultation, on 26 July 1695 Shrewsbury could write to 
William to represent advice concerted by Sunderland, Somers 
and himself.^ There is no reference in Vernon's minutes 
to the greatest issue of national policy of their time, the 
Partition Treaties. This reservation must be borne in mind 
for all William's Cabinets, just as, when the powers of the 
Lords Justices are described it must be remembered that they
1. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of
William III, lF96'to l7'08. (18411 TT, 37:
2. Kenyon, J.P. "The Earl of Sunderland and the King's
Administration, 1693-1695." E.H.R. LXXI, (1956; 574.
3. Coxe, W. Private and Original Correspondence of Charles
Talbot Luke of Shrewsbury (1821j Sb.
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had to defer continually to the King's decisions - as their 
minutes show, by the frequency with which they mention letters 
sent to and coming from Blathwayt. At the time of his first 
departure from England William had left the clear instruction 
for the Queen and Cabinet that, "All business that will 
admitt delay must be sent to the King that his pleasure may 
be known upon i t . I t  was in this spirit that the Cabinet 
was treated, even after Mary's death, and, it may be 
reasonably inferred from the omissions of Vernon's minutes, 
even when it did meet regularly with the King.
The independence of King William, and his active­
ness when present in the Cabinet, make a contrast between
2
his reign and the next. With the sovereign a woman, and 
often an invalid, and with a war to fight, it is not 
surprising if the Cabinet came into its own in the reign of 
Queen Anne. A detailed description of the system's operation 
need not be given, since one has appeared so recently that 
is based upon the sort of material that has been used in 
describing the Cabinet under William III^. Up to now 
emphasis had been laid upon Cabinet minutes because they 
are the most satisfactory source for the history of the 
organization of the Cabinet, even though what one Secretary
1. H.M.C. 71, Finch III, Appendix III, 378.
2. Plumb, J.H. op. cit., 155*
3. Ibid., passim.
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wrote was not necessarily the whole story of a meeting.
Other evidence of its existence and activity is certainly 
not lacking, but cannot be detailed at length here.
Dr. Plumb used three sets of Cabinet minutes or 
memoranda for his study of Anne's Cabinet system. The 
records are those of Secretaries Harley, (which cover 372 
meetings from 21 May 1704 to 8 February 1708;, Sunderland, 
(236 meetings from 13 December 1706 to 4 June I710), and 
Dartmouth, (168 meetings from 18 June 1710 to 17 June 1711) 
He considers that Nottingham's minutes of 1702, since they 
deal with naval matters only, probably refer to a sub­
committee, similar to the secret committee that planned
2
the Quebec expedition in 1711'. The Queen and Prince 
George were always present at Cabinet, never at Committee 
meetings - this is the distinction between the Cabinet 
Council and the Committee, the latter being usually at the 
Secretary of State's Office, and the former being held at 
a royal palace and generally on a Sunday.^ The ministers
who were in the Cabinet were, the Lord Chancellor or Keeper
Plumb J.H., op.cit., 137• Harley's minutes, which are
the only ones I have seen, are in B.M. Loan 29/9, 
Portland MSS. List 4. Sunderland's are at Blenheim, 
and Dartmouth's in the William Salt Library, Stafford.
2. Ibid., 155. B.M. Add. MSS. 29591- These minutes
are barely legible.
It may be that Bolingbroke was referring to this secret 
Committee of I7II in his much quoted remark, "The 
Committee of Council which sits at the War Office is 
in a declining state, and will I believe, very soon 
expire." Bolingbroke to Marlborough,. 8 June 1711, 
Parke, G. Letters and Correspondence ... of ...
Bolingbroke~1179b) I, 23d.
3. Plumb, J.H. op. cit., 142.
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of the Great Seal; Lord Treasurer or 1st Lord of the
Treasury; Lord President; Lord Privy Seal; Lord Lieutenant
of Ireland; Commander-in-Chief; and the Secretaries of
State; with the Archbishop of Canterbury up to 1710. "For
the rest, it depended on the quality and influence of the
man who held the office. As for business, "There was no
aspect of government business which ... might not be dis-
2
cussed by the cabinet or the committee"; the committee, 
in general, meeting with outsiders such as foreign 
ambassadors. Admirals, Generals, Commissioners of Transport 
and sick and Wounded, as necessary.The Committee "was 
principally engaged" in "the detailed direction of the war 
and diplomacy ... If ever a committee or cabinet deserved 
the title of efficient, surely it was the lords of the 
committee at this time. The Cabinet reviewed what the 
Committee had done and altered or gave effect to its decisions, 
and "the committee could take no decisions without specific 
authority from the c a b i n e t . T h i s  system. Dr. Plumb 
considers, survived to 1717.
If confirmation were needed of the impression 
created hy the Secretaries' memoranda it could easily he found,
1. Plumh, J.H. op. cit., 145.
2. Ibid., 147.
3. Ibid., 147-149.
4. Ibid., 149-15-0.
5. Ibid., 153
5. Ibid., 156.
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and one particularly good piece of independent evidence is
the Diary of Lord Chancellor Cowper. Recording his first
appearance at a Committee meeting he suggests a reason for
the existence of the Secretaries* records: "Attended in
Morn: Comee of Council at the Secretary's, where the
Forn. Lres. read, and Answers directed, and Mnutes taken
by the Sectry, in order tovrite Answers accordingly.
Two days later, it being Sunday, he went to Chapel with the
Queen, then to "Cabt. Counc: where Letters read
Instructions order'd for Sr David Mitchell to agree with
2
the Dutch ... 1000 Fire Arms consigned to Gibralter."
At the same meeting, "the Q. desired her Speech might be 
prepared, which the Secty was/order'd to do, and report it 
on Friday morn: next at Cabinet.Thereafter references
to meetings of the Committee and Cabinet are frequent, it 
even being noted on Sunday 18 November 1705, "Little done 
at Cabinet. No Foreign Letters. There are references
to outsiders being called in and consulted, as for instance. 
General Stanhope on 25 November^ and, on 2 December 1705,
"At night a Cabinet. The Admiralty called in: inquired
Condition of S h i p s . I n  January 1709, when overtures of
1. Hawtrey, H.C. The Private Diary of William 1st Earl
Cowper (1833, Eton}
2. Ibid., 5.
3- Ibid., 6.
4. Ibid., 16.
5. Ibid., 19.
6. Ibid., 23.
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peace came from France, there were "Several immediate 
Debates in Cabinet", and Cowper adds, "Note. During the 
remaining Transactions of the intended Peace, which was 
laid in all its Steps before whole Cabt., Ld. Tr., Ld. 
Presidt. Somers, and all other Lords, did ever seem confident 
of a Peace.
Such, stated in the baldest terms, was the Cabinet
in the reign of Anne. One point, which Dr. Plumb does not
deal with, and which the evidence of the Secretaries'
minutes does not reach to, is the state of the Cabinet in
the last months of the reign, when the rivalry of Bolingbroke
and Oxford was most acute. In this connection a letter of
Bolingbroke's may be significant. He wrote to Matthew
Prior on 9 July 1714, "These four or five months past have
afforded such a scene as I hope never again to be an actor
in. All the confusion which could be created ... has
subsisted at Court and in Parliament. Little or no public
business has been transacted in domestic affairs; and as
to you and your Continent, we have not once cast an eye
towards you ... The Councils and Committees will begin now
2
to sit with some regularity again." Bolingbroke's
1. Hawtrey, H.C. The Private Diary of Y/illiam 1st Earl
Cov/per (1833.' Eton), 39, 4l.
2. Parke, G. letters and Correspondence ... of ...
Bolingbroke (1798) TT, 561-562.
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description of the state of affairs was doubtless exagger­
ated, and his estimate that things were settling down was 
to be disproved by his final quarrel with Oxford, and the 
latter's dismissal on 27 July.^ If, however, it is true 
that the regularity of Cabinet meetings had been disrupted, 
it adds another detail to explain how it came about that 
the Privy Council was left to make the vital decisions 
and take the decisive actions in the last days of the Queen's 
life.
Consideration of the situation in 1714 leads back 
to the question of the relations of the Council and Cabinet 
throughout the period. It is not necessary to enter into 
their theoretical relationship. Roger North, speaking in 
a general sense, said, "as offices of the law, out of 
clerkships, spawn other offices, so this council was derived 
from the Privy Council, which, originally, was the same 
thing." Probably it is not possible to be more dogmatic 
than to say that the status of the Cabinet depended in a 
legally undefined way upon the fact that all its members 
were Privy Councillors and its meetings could therefore be 
justified as limited meetings of the Council - though this 
idea was attacked by the Duke of Bedford in a debate in the 
House of Lords in 1753, when he "Denied it being the Council; 
it was only a private meeting of certain Lords. Were they 
a Committee of Council? ... If they were, the President of
1. Trevelyan, G.M. England Under Queen Anne (1948) III, 293
2. North, R. Lives "of the Norths (1Ô26) ÏÎ, 50.
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the Council should have presided - hut here there was no
President, no forms, no essence, no authority of Council."  ^
For the present purpose it is more important to try to
establish what the practical relationship of the two bodies
was.
It might be thought that, with a Cabinet of some
sort existing throughout the period, there was nothing left
for the Privy Council to do, except to give formal approval
to its decisions. That answer is too simple however, for
such sterile activity could hardly have produced so many
meetings of the Council, both with and without the sovereign
present, and the volume of work done by the Council far
outweighed the needs of merely formal registration. The
Council's pov/er was limited by the existence of a Cabinet
that conducted the sovereign's "interior affairs" with more
"secrecy and dispatch" than it was capable of, and which
could consider some of the most important business that came
afterwards before the Council. But the Council was not
made superfluous just because some of its business was
prepared beforehand by the Cabinet - and indeed by the King,
and by great officers or departments of state upon occasion.
The Cabinet itself was presumably subject to some measure of 
—  - ~
1. quoted by Temerley, H. W.V, "The Inner and Outer Cabinets 
and Privy Council, 1679-1783." E.H.R. XXVII, (1912) 691
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such pre-direction* Then too, it may be argued that 
approval of a Cabinet decision by the Privy Council was 
not an empty formality, but a useful administrative procedure. 
Thus, the Cabinet might decide as a matter of policy that 
an embargo should be imposed, and the decision would be 
confirmed by the Council, not for the sake of mere 
ratification, but because that was the easiest way in which 
to publish the decision and to give the necessary orders 
for making it effective. The scope of the Council was not 
seriously impaired until the Cabinet began acting as well 
as advising. That development depended partly upon the 
establishment of a tradition of co-operation among the members 
of the Cabinet, and demanded à certain maturity from the 
departments of government whose heads met in the Cabinet ; 
and those two necessary conditions of Cabinet action v/ere 
only gradually achieved during this period. It may be 
suggested that it was bound up with a broad and gradual 
change from the use of formal to informal instruments of 
administrative action: orders in Council and letters from
the Council represented a half-way stage between the most 
formal method of intimating the king *s will, by an instrument 
under the Great Seal or Privy Seal, and a mere Secretary’s 
letter. The latter type of authorisation for governmental 
action was beginning to supercede the Council’s more formal 
directions, and it could emanate directly from the sovereign
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in Cabinet, without reference to the Privy Council. The
operation of such a system of Cabinet government was as yet
only intermittent and uncertain. There had been signs as
early as the reign of Charles II that the Council was loosing
initiative and independence of action to the Cabinet - as
the episodes involving Anglesey and the vain attempts of
Shaftesbury and his friends to use the Council for their own
purposes showed. A system of Cabinet government might be
said to have arrived in the reign of Anne. Yet never,
before 1714, was the Council completely ousted by the Cabinet
from a share in administration.
The relationship of the Council and Cabinet may
be illustrated by some specific references to the Privy
Council Register and to the Cabinet records that have been
enumerated. Charles XT’s Committee of Intelligence was
predominantly concerned with foreign affairs, (excluding the
King's secret negotiations with Prance)^ but other subjects
appear in its Register too. For instance, on 19 May 1679
it is noted that, "The Lord President having proposed a
method about inspecting and renewing the Commissions of the
Peace ... it was agreed that he report the same to the
2
Councill next Councill day." The plan was put into opera­
tion by Orders in Council on 21 M a y b u t  in this case, it
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 4, 5, 8, 9, H, 12 etc.
2. Ibid., 1.
3. P.C. 2/68, 41, 47.
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is interesting to note, the initiative had come originally
from the King in Council, who had ordered on 12 May that
the Lord President "consider of some methods about regulating
the Justices of the P e a c e . O n  3 August the Committee
of Intelligence considered an information about the Plot,
brought in by the Lord President, and agreed to report it
to the King in Council - in the margin is the note, "Memll.
that I gave Mr. Jenkinson's information to Sir Thomas
2
Dolman att the Councill, August 7th 79." When it was thought 
that some new buildings on Tower Hill might be "dangerous and 
prejudicial to the Tower, in case of any accident of fire 
or otherwise," the Council asked the Committee of Intelligence 
to look into the matter,^ and on 3 December ordered the 
Ordnance to put the Committee *s proposals into effect, except 
that about the reduction of the number of gunners."^
Similarly, on 8 August 1680, it was ordered in Council that 
the Committee should consider the state of the Paper Office;
5
which it did the same day. On the other hand, on 16 
January 1681 the Committee decided, among other things, 
that Francis Gwyn should be continued as a Commissioner
1. P.C. 2/68, 30, .
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 23. c.f. ibid., 27, 28 for
another similar incident. 33
3. P.C. 2/68, 267. B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 32,/35, 37.
4. P.C. 2/68, 300. cf. B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 49.
5. P.O. 2/69, 64; B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 73.
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of the Revenue in Ireland, and an Order to this effect was
issued in Council the same day.^ On 18 June 1679 the
Lords of the Committee of Intelligence, "agree to report
to his Majesty in Council", about the question of a treaty
with Sweden, suggesting that it should be referred to the
2
Committee of Trade and Plantations to consider. On 
16 July 1679 a memorial from the Dutch Ambassador about a 
proposed treaty of commerce was read at the Committee of 
Intelligence, and the Register contains the note, "Memll. 
that this memoriall being read again att Councill the 24th 
instant, the King appointed the Committee of Intelligence 
to treat with the Ambassador."*^ On 14 December 1680, 
there was, according to the Committee's Register, "A speech 
agreed upon for the King to speak to both houses of 
Parliament";^ but on 25 December, "Address from House of 
Commons in answer to the King's speech read. The King will 
consider in Council, whether any answer, and what answer 
is fitt to be made to it, and the Council to meet upon 
Monday morning att 9 a ' c l o c k . T h e s e  examples suggest 
that a more subtle relationship existed than simply one of
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 92: P.C. 2/69, 184.
2. Ibid., 15. cf. P.C. 2/68, 139.
3. Ibid., 22.
4. Ibid., 88.
5. Ibid., 90.
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the subordination of the Council to the Committee.
At this time the Council was meeting more often
than the Committee of Intelligence. Not many meetings of
the two bodies were held on the same days - sixteen in the
whole of the time covered by the Committee's Register. Of
these two call for special comment. On 9 November 1580
the Privy Council Register omits its usual heading and begins
with the list of those present, who were the King and the same
9 Privy Councillors present at a meeting of the Committee of
Intelligence on the same day.^ The Privy Council Register
contains an order about Ireland, and the Register of the
Committee the entry, "The Earl of Arran attending, and the
affairs of Ireland being taken into consideration, the
following order was agreed upon to be sent forthwith to the
2
Lord Lieutenant ..." It looks therefore as if the meeting 
of the Privy Council was simply an ad hoc one held to pass 
the order drawn up by the Committee of Intelligence. Again, 
on 28 November 1680, the Privy Council Register fails to 
give a list of those present, (apart from the King), and 
part of the record for the meeting contains a blank page.^
Two days later Secretary Jenkins wrote in a letter to the 
Earl of Derby that the King had ordered his letter "to be
1. P.C. 2/69, 145; B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 81.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 82.
3. P.C. 2/69, 158, 160.
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produced at the next Council or Committee of Councill, 
which was done accordingly. His Majesty being present, 
last Sunday. Your letter and the informations were ordered 
to be put into the Attorney General's h a n d s . T h e  
decision that the informations be given to the Attorney
2
General is recorded in the Committee of Intelligence Register. 
It is possible, then, that the entry in the Privy Council 
Register is incomplete because the meeting was really one 
of the Committee of Intelligence. Y^ether or not the 
Council came more under the dominance of the Cabinet from the 
time that the Committee of Intelligence's Register ends 
must be a mattercf conjecture, in the absence of good 
Cabinet records.
The subordination of the Council to the Cabinet 
was stated more clearly in 1690. The King's instructions 
were, "this cabinett-councill ... to advize the Queen what 
things shall be offered to the Generali Councell and when it 
shall be necessary for the Queen to be present at the 
Generali Councell, wch must meet once a week or oftener, if 
need be, though the Queen should not think fitt to come 
to i t . T h e r e  are in fact no notes in Nottingham's minutes.
1. Cal. S.P. Dom., 1680-1681, 95.
2. B.M. Add. M88. 15643, 86.
3. H.M.C. 71, Pinch III, Appendix III, 378.
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or none that have been printed, of the Cabinet advising 
the Queen about attending the Privy Council. But the 
general sense of the order is clear; it is that the Cabinet 
should decide what business was to go to the Privy Council, 
and, by implication, pre-determine the Council’s actions.
In fact, the summer crisis probably left no time for such 
a formal arrangement, and the frequency of the Council’s 
meetings and the amount of business done at them suggest that 
its activity was not all second-hand registration of Cabinet 
decisions.
Some examples may be cited, however, of the 
Cabinet preparing business for the Council. Among the 
King’s instructions of 10 June' 1690 was one, "The Papists 
to be removed from London"and at the first meeting after 
his departure the Cabinet ordered the Attorney General to 
prepare to give an account to the Council two days later 
about the best methods of removing them. Pollowing this, 
on 12 June, the Privy Council Register says, "It is this 
day Ordered by their Lordships, That the Right Honourable 
the Lord Chief Justice Holt be desired to be present in 
Councill on Saturday next ... when their Lordships have 
appointed to take into consideration the putting in execution 
the laws against Papists and that Mr. Attorney and Solliciter 
Generali do then give their attendance on their Lordships." 3
1. H.M.C. 71, Pinch III, Appendix III, 378.
2. Ibid., 379.
3. P.C. 2/73, 454.
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Proclamations against the Papists were ordered at the Council
meeting on Saturday 14 June, and issued at the next meeting,
on 17 June, when the Lord Mayor of London was called in
1and admonished to enforce the laws. Similarly, on
10 June the King had given the Cabinet a direction that,
"The Militia ... bee putt in order, especially towards the
borders of Scotland and in the maritime countrys, and that
the Militia in London and parts adjacent be in readiness to
2
prevent any tumults." Accordingly, Council letters were 
sent out to all Lord Lieutenants on 12 June, and to the 
Lord Lieutenants of the maritime counties on 23 June - who 
were ordered to have their officers and men "ready 
upon the first w a r n i n g. A' l i s t  by Nottingham of "Matters 
to be proposed to the Committee" on 5 August includes a 
note to the effect that the Militia of Northamptonshire and 
Essex should-be paid, and under "Orders thereupon" says 
that the matter is to be proposed in Council.^
There are few other references to the Council in 
Nottingham's minutes for 1690. On 19 July he noted that 
Lord Kingston's letter was to be brought to the Council; 
on 31 July that Lord Castlemaine's case be presented to the 
Council; on 4 September that when the amount of Lord
Preston's bail had been determined the matter should be
brought to the Council.^
1. P.C. 2/73, 457, 458. cf. letters of 19 June, Ibid.461;
and ibid., 462.
2. H.M.C. 71, Pinch III, Appendix III, 379-
3. P.C. 2/73, 455, 461.
4. H.M.C. 71, Pinch III, Appendix III, 385-
5. Ibid., 384, 385, 388.
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Also on 19 July, a Proclamation for adjourning the Assizes
was read and approved in the Cabinet,^ suspending the
operation of the Proclamation for holding the Circuits
2
issued in Council the day before. It is noticeable, 
however, that the Proclamation for proroguing Parliament in 
September was apparently not decided upon by the Cabinet 
before being ordered and issued in Council.^ Nottingham's 
minutes for I69I present a similar overall picture.
In Shrewsbury's Cabinet minutes there are, at 
first, few direct references to the Council. On 18 March 
I694 he says, "Upon representation of the Ordnance, the 
order of Council is resolved to be recalled, and the 
Victuallers are to be directed in Council to do the service" 
the service seems to have been sending provisions to the 
garrisons of Jersey and Gurnsey:^ and on 13 August he 
minutes, "Write to Mr Attorney to prepare a proclamation 
against tomorrow for re-taking Col. Parker," which 
Proclamation was issued at Council the next day.^ After the
1. H.M.C. 71, Pinch III, Appendix III, 384.
2. P.C. 2/73, 488.
3. P.C. 2/74, 4, 5.
4. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House), II, Pt.I, 61;
P.C. 2/75, 382.
5. Ibid., 115;
P.C. 2/75, 459.
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appointment of the Lords Justices, however, Shrewsbury's 
notes contain more references to the Council; beginning 
with that of 4 May 1695 which says, "Ask the King in what 
manner the Lords", (i.e. the Lords Justices), "are to sit 
in Council", and, "If the King does not speak at Council 
then a letter to the Lords of the Admiralty to direct them 
to order the Admirals and other officers of the Pieet to 
obey such orders as they shall receive from the Lords 
J u s t i c e s . T h e  Lords Justices had power delegated to them
2
to summon the Privy Council to meet, and they used it often.
On 16 October 1695, at a Cabinet with the King present, 
Shrewsbury's minutes include two orders: "The Lords of the
Council ... to hear.counsel upon ... bills depending from 
Ireland, and report to the King," and, "The representation 
from the Commissioners of Sick and Wounded to be sent to the 
Council.-This is followed up by a note on 13 November 
which says, "A Council to be summoned to meet at Kensington
" Atomorrow ... The Commissioners of Sick and Wounded to attend.
On 14 November 1695, Shrewsbury's minutes and 
Trumbull's both mention Irish Bills. Shrewsbury said,
"The list of all the Bills depending in Council was read, and 
Mr. Attorney to be asked this afternoon what Bills he had
1. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 182.
2. see Chapter 8, below, p. I»,
3. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 242.
4. Ibid., 255.
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under his consideration, and several others ordered to he
considered." There is no doubt that this was the record
of a Cabinet meeting, for Trumbull's minute is endorsed
"Cabinet", and when the Privy Council met it had 18 persons
present instead of the 7 whom Shrewsbury and Trumbull list
in their minutes, (Trumbull also shows the King present,
though Shrewsbury does not). This then was a case of the
Privy Council sitting on the same day as the Cabinet, and
doing business that had been gone over beforehand by the
Cabinet.^ On 19 November 1695 Shrewsbury was ordered "To
read the letter from the Admiralty ... to the Council on
Thursday next, and the Admiralty's private intimation to
2
prepare for paying off the men": on Thursday 21st the
Council approved the Admiralty's plans. On 22 December 
Shrewsbury says, "Mr Attorney to have notice that he» will 
receive a draft of a proclamation from the Admirlty which 
must be offered the next C o u n c i l " a n d  four days later 
the Council passed a Proclamation for encouraging seamen."^
1. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 256;
Berks. County Record Office, Reading. "Notes made by 
Sir V/illiam Trumbull at meetings of the Cabinet, 
1695-1697." 14 November 1695; P.C. 2/76, 209.
2. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 258.
3. P.C. 2/76, 211.
4. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 280.
5. P.C. 2/76, 246.
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On the other hand, on 14 January 1596 Shrewsbury notes,
"The letter from Bridgnorth to the Earl of Denbigh was read, 
and nothing resolved to be done till the Council day.
The invasion scare of 1696 produced quick action
2
from the government on 1 March. Plans were made in the
Cabinet, and orders given directly to the Admiralty
Commissioners who were "called in", then further orders were
given and warrants were issued at a meeting of the Council
on the same day.^ A Proclamation for apprehending
conspirators was either ordered to be drafted or was read
at the Cabinet on 29 March, and issued in Council on
31 M a r c h . O n  5 April one of Shrewsbury's notes is about
some persons "to be taken into' custody by warrant from the
Council," and Trumbull says, "The 3 non-luring parsons to
be sent for by order of Council. Mr. Attorney and Solr.
5
to consider how to be prosecuted." Pinally, and perhaps 
most interesting of all Shrewsbury's minutes, is the one for 
26 April 1696  ^which ends, "The Committee being turned into 
a Council, the embargo was taken off, and notice ordered to 
be given to the merchants that with the first fair wind
n
their convoys should be ready."
1. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 291.
2. Ogg, B. England in the Reigns of James II and William III
(I955, Oxford] 429, but note that he says "the king in 
council .." when he cites Shrewsbury's Cabinet minutes.
3. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 307;
P.C. 2/76, 305.
4. Ibid., 319; 360.
5. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House) II, Pt.I, 323;
Trumbull MSS. op.cit. 5 April 1696.
Ibid., 324, says 16th or ? 26th. Trumbull and the Privy
7. i^^^ster^ake it clear that 26 April is correct.
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Some of Trumbull's minutes have been mentioned
already. Other references in them to the Council include
one of 4 May 1695 which says, "Mr Att. Genii, to be at
Council to explaine "some New England laws.^  On 23 Eebruary
1696 he records a meeting at Kensington attended by the King
and 10 others, the minute of which begins, "At Council,
after dinner; an Embargo to be layd on the Mercht. ships
and sent to Admiralty." The Privy Council Register shows
a meeting at Kensington on the same date in the afternoon,
at which the Embargo was laid and the other things decided
2
upon by the Cabinet were put into effect. On 1 November 
1696 Trumbull noted, "Council on Thursday", and on 27 December 
1696, "Council on Thursday, & gave orders to Couling".
Coling was the Clerk of the Council, and the orders were 
presumably for him to send out summonses for the meeting.
That the Lords Justices were in a similar relationship with 
the Council as was the Cabinet, may be most simply illustrated 
by reference to two of Vernon's letters. On 1 May 1697 he 
wrote, "The Lords Justices have appointed to meet their 
usual days ... The Council will always be held on Thursdays 
in the afternoon, and Mr Secretary is to have notice that
1. Trumbull MSS. op. cit., 4 May 1695.
2. P.C. 2/76, 290.
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they desire he will he with them in the morning that it may
he considered what is to he done t h e r e . O n  6 May he said,
"The Lords Justices met this morning ... Mr Secretary was
with them, and received their directions about the matters
2
to be proposed at Council."
The series of minutes by Vernon contain numerous 
references to the Council. There are many notes of 
business to be brought before it, such as "Representation 
about Mr Grey to bee carried to the Councill"; "Order of 
Councell to bee despatcht about Brand"; "Lord Macclesfield's 
paper to be layd before the Councill".  ^ On 4 Pebruary 1699
a Proclamation against Papists was discussed, and the Lord 
Mayor and Aldermen of London and the Justices of Middlesex 
were ordered to attend the Council the next Thursday:"^ 
on 8 Pebruary the latter appeared in Council and the 
Proclamation was issued. The meeting of 17 March 1699 
has already been referred to as a Cabinet Council,^ but it 
was evidently a Privy Council too: Vernon begins his minute
by giving a list of those present, (which he usually does 
not), and says, "Mr Povey Clerk of the Council attended.
1. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of
William III, 1696 to 1708. U M D  F," 227.
2. Ibid., 233.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781, 37, 39, 51. cf. also, ibid.,
57, 59, 73, 77, 79, 93, 99, 107, 115, 149.
4. B.M. Add. Mss. 40781, 129. cf. Vernon to Attorney General
and to Lord Mayor etc., Cal. S.P. Bom. 1699-1700, 372.
5. P.C. 2/77, 420, 421.
6. sœ above p. 35,
7. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781, 141.
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This is another example of the Cabinet's turning itself 
into a Council b} the simple expedient of admitting the 
Clerk of the Council.^
The same procedure was followed in the next reign 
too. Por instance, Harley's minutes of a Cabinet meeting 
on 11 March 1705 say, "Mr Blathwait Clerk of the Council 
called in upon the embargo", (the month before another note 
had said "Embargo proposed, wch must be done by the great 
Councill") Similarly, later entries in March read,
"Mr. Blathwait called in about ... embargo" and "Mr Blathwait 
Clerk of Council called in. Embargo quite taken off.
These are not isolated examples,"^ and one other like them 
that makes the situation especially clear is that of 
26 October 1705, which says, "Mr Povy called in as Clerk and
5
took order." Nor are other indications absent from 
Harley's minutes to show how the Cabinet arranged business
1. It was not a very long step from here to the idea that
a Council could not be held unless a Clerk was present: 
in 1828 a Cabinet meeting had to be postponed because 
lord Ellenborough was not a Privy Councillor and could 
not be sworn in as one on the intended day as the Clerk 
of the Council had not been warned that there was to be 
a meeting. Aspinall, A. "The Cabinet Council, 1783-1835" 
(1952, Raleigh Lecture) Proceedings of the British 
Academy, XXXVIII, 1.
2. B.M. Loan 29/9 Portland MSS. Bundle 13, 9, 1.
3. Ibid., Bundle 13, 10; 14, 2.
4. Ibid., 15, 6; 23, 9; 27, 2; 30, 11; 3%, 5;
39,20; 42, 3; 51, 4.
5. Ibid., 23, 1.
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for the CouncilP Even quite routine matters might he
handled by the Cabinet first, before going to the Council, 
as when on 21 May 1706 the "Proclamation for thanksgiving 
was approved. Mr Attorney called in and a Clerk - 
Mr. Southwel."^ On 21 December 1706 there is a note 
"Council to be summoned precisely at six tomorrow",^  and 
on 29 December, "Council to be summoned at Kensington, 
Thursday five a clock. Lord Gt. Chamberlain's paper then 
to be brought and deliver'd."^
Comparison of the Cabinet Minutes and the Privy 
Council Register reveals another significant fact. Meetings 
of the Council in the latter part of Queen Anne's reign are 
seen increasingly to coincide in date and personnel with 
meetings of the Cabinet. Councils could meet on any day 
of the week and did do so throughout the reign, but from 
1702 to 1707 Thursday was the day on which most meetings 
took place, and from 1708 to 1714 Sunday was the most used 
day. Monday was generally the third most usual day for 
meetings, though it was second 1707, 1713 and 1714, and 
first in 1712.  ^ The known fact that Sunday was and had
long been the accustomed day for Cabinet meetings suggests
1. e.g. B.M. loan 29/9 Portland MSS. Bundle 19, 2; 20, 4;
23, 7; 25, 10, 11; 27, 2; 39, 3-
2. Ibid., 31, 5.
3. Ibid., 40, 7.
4. Ibid., 41, 1. cf. also, 49, 3; 50, 2.
5. see Appendix A, Table IV, and Chapter 1, p. 3'-
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that the change from Thursday to Sunday as the usual day of 
Council meetings may have been significant of an increasing 
tendency for the Council simply to follow where the Cabinet 
led, especially as Monday, the day after the normal Cabinet 
day, was also employed so often. This suggestion becomes 
more important when it is correlated with the facts of 
attendance at Council meetings.
An analysis of the persons attending Privy Councils 
on Sundays during Queen Anne's reign shows that from 1706 
to 1714 they were almost exclusively members of the Cabinet. 
The only exceptions are in the year 1708, when on 21 March 
four Scottish Lords attended a meeting largely concerned with 
Scottish business, and when on'25 July Smith and Holt 
attended, the latter to be sworn of the Council; and in the 
year 1710, when the Earl of Anglesey attended two Sunday 
Councils held on 13 and 20 August.^ There was a tendency 
for Cabinet members only to attend Sunday meetings of the 
Council from the second year of the reign. In 1702 a total 
of 47 persons attended Sunday meetings, but in 1703, 1704, 
and 1705 the predominance of Cabinet members was becoming 
obvious. The practice of turning a Cabinet meeting into 
a Council for the purpose of issuing orders resulting from
1. This was John, 4th Earl of Anglesey, who died on
18 September 17IO.
2. See Appendix A, Table V.
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decisions taken by the Cabinet could be reasonably inferred 
from this evidence alone. If the Council when it met on a 
Sunday was in effect the Cabinet, sitting as a Council, with 
the Clerk of the Council called in to attend, the increase 
in the number of Sunday Councils after 1707 must have 
vitally affected the scope of the Council.
The increasing importance of the Cabinet in 
relation to the Council is reflected also in the records 
of attendance at all Privy Council meetings, not only those 
held on Sundays. In the years up to 1707 Councillors who 
were not in the Cabinet were often among the ten or twelve 
most regular attenders at Council. Thus, in 1702 Romney and 
Boyle were among those who came most often to Council; in 
1703 Boyle, Granville and Dartmouth; in 1704, Vernon,
Boyle and Granville ; in 1705, Vernon, Mansell, and 
Conningsby; in 1706, Vernon, Kent and How; in 1707, Kent, 
Coke, Vernon, and Boyle - but in 1708 and afterwards, no 
Privy Councillor who was not in the Cabinet was among the 
most frequent attenders at Council, except for Holland, who 
just qualified for that category in 1710.^
Arguments such as these cannot be accepted without 
reservation. In the attendance records of Councillors, 
especially, accidental factors are important. It will be 
noticed, for instance, that Marlborough never appears among
1. See Appendix A, Table VI.
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the most frequent attenders at Council because of his long 
campaigns on the Continent. Rooke and Ormonde were 
similarly affected, as were the other Lord Lieutenants of 
Ireland when their duties took them to Dublin. In addition 
illness and absences in the country for business or pleasure 
affect the records. Nevertheless, the general impression 
created by the records of attendance is clear. The member­
ship of Queen Anne's Council was 56 in January 1702, and 86 
in July 1714, but the bulk of the work of the Council was 
done by the dozen or so members who attended its meetings 
most often. The record of these efficient members is 
especially striking when it is compared with that of some 
other Councillors. . Por instance, the old Duke of Leeds 
appeared at 14 meetings in the first year of the reign, but 
from 1703 to his death in 1712 his attendances were very 
few, (1 in 1703 and 1704, 0 in 1705 and 1706, 1 in 1707 and 
1708, 4 in 1709, 8 in 1710, and 3 in 1711). The holder of 
a non-functional office, Lindsey, Lord Great Chamberlain, 
attended only a little more often than Leeds, (14 times in 
1702, 6 in 1703, 4 in 1704, 2 in 1705 and 1706, 3 in 1707,
2 in 1708, 0 in 1709, 1 in 1710, 1711 and 1712). The tendency 
for the Cabinet ministers to be the most active Councillors 
was not peculiar to Anne's reign, but it can be seen to be 
especially significant then, combined as it was with the-
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trends towards a majority of Sunday Councils and the 
limitation of those meetings to Cabinet men.
Nevertheless, Cabinet was not synonymous with 
Council even in the second half of Anne's reign. Between 
Lindsey and the busiest Councillors, who attended 20 to 40 
or more Councils a year, there were many who came to the 
Council about once a month. This fact, taken together with 
the number of Council meetings, and the frequency with which 
the sovereign attended them, suggests that there was still 
some part of governniental activity being conducted through 
the Council. The meetings of the Privy Council upon the 
occasion of the illness and death of the Queen v/ere thus 
unusually important, but not of themselves unusual.
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CHAPTER 3 
"THE COUNCIL AND ITS COMMITTEES
The more clearly the role of the Cabinet is 
understood, the less likelihood there is of confusing the 
Cabinet with the Committees of the Council. Committees 
were like the Cabinet in consisting of the most active 
Privy Councillors, and in having emerged in answer to a 
need for greater efficiency than the large and unspecialized 
Privy Council could supply; but whereas Council Committees 
were always limited in scope and subordinate to the Council, 
the Cabinet was free-ranging and dependent only on the 
sovereign. The only exceptions to this rule were the 
Council Committees that were in effect the Cabinet - the 
Committee for Poreign Affairs before 1679, and the Committee 
of Intelligence afterwards, and, probably though less 
certainly, the Committee for Irish Affairs of the early part 
of Vi/illiam's reign.^ Otherwise, Council Committees were 
quite separate from the Cabinet, and it is especially 
necessary to distinguish the Committee of the whole Council, 
which was a normal Council Committee, from "the Committee" 
that was in fact the Cabinet.^
1. see Chapter 1, p. ; Chapter 2, p 4-1 ^ SS.
2. Turner seems sometimes to confuse the two bodies, e.g.
Privy Council II, 192; though at other times he did 
make a distinction between them, e.g. Cabinet Council 
I, 167. Any theoretical connection between "the 
Committee" and a Committee of the Privy Council, as 
suggested. Ibid., 170, was so tenuous as hardly to 
merit consideration.
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There were two types of Council Committee, standing
Committees and special Committees.^ The former dealt with
definite but fairly wide fields of government interest, such
as Ireland; Trade and Plantations; Jersey and Gurnsey.
Their membership was fixed at first, but in time their
functions became merged in a Committee of the whole Council.
Other Committees were set up to deal with particular pieces
of business, and though most were temporary, some, like the
Committee on Captives, had long lives. Initially these
special Committees also had limited membership, but gradually
during the period their work came to be done by the Committee
of the whole Council, to which questions were referred as they
arose, exactly as they had previously been referred to
2
nominated Committees.
The Committee system had been in operation since 
the first half of the seventeenth century. A commentator 
of that time had described the procedure of the Council as 
follows, "Por some matters Such and Such are appointed and 
not all the Rest, and when that matter cometh to be dealt
1. Turner, Privy Council II, 183. I have used the term
"special" rather than "temporary", because some of 
these Committees lasted a long time, and because their 
terms of reference were always narrow. So far as I 
know there was no official term for them or a particu­
lar contemporary usage.
2. It seems to me that Turner's analysis and presentation
of the evidence about the Committee of the whole 
Council is one of *the best parts of his work. I have 
therefore said less on the subject of the evolution of 
this Committee than about the Cabinet.
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with in the Council that hath sitten for other matters do
all rise and then shortly after those Special persons do
sitt doTO again.Government practice of the Civil War
period must have reinforced the Committee habit. Soon
after the Restoration Charles II began to appoint Council
Committees, and then, in 1668, there was a complete
reorganization of the system. It is recorded that, "His
Majesty among other the important parts of his affairs,
having taken into his princely consideration the way and
method of managing matters at the Council Board, and
Reflecting, that his Councils would have more Reputation,
if they were put into a more settled and established Course,
Hath thought fit to appoint Certaine Standing Committees
of the Councill for severall Businesses together with
2
regular days and places for their Assembling." The plan 
was to have a Committee for Poreign Affairs, as "is already 
setled", to which would be referred "the corresponding with 
Justices of the Peace, and other his officers and Ministers 
in the severall Countys ... concerning the Temper of the 
Kingdoms etc." The Committee was to meet on "every Munday 
besides such other dayes wherein any extraordinary Action 
shall oblidge them to assemble," the place of meeting being 
Lord Arlington's lodging at Whitehall. The second Committee
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 36856, 60.
2. B.M. Eger ton MSS. 2543, 205.
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was for Naval and Military Affairs, "so farr as they are 
fit to be brought to the Council Board, without intermeddling 
in what concerns the Proper Officers (unlesse it shall by 
them be so desired)." "The usual day of meeting to be 
Wednesdays, and oftner, as he that presides shall direct, 
and the place to be the Council Chamber." The third 
Committee was that "for the Business of Trade under whose 
Consideration is to come whatsoever concerns His Majesties 
Porreign Plantations, as also what relates to the Kingdomes 
of Ireland or Scotland, the Isles of Jersey and Gurnsey."
Its regular time of meeting was Thursday in the Council 
Chamber. Lastly, "His Majesty is pleased to appoint one 
other Committee to whom all Petitions of Complaints and 
Grievances are to be referred ... And to this Committee ... 
all Matters which concerne Acts of State or of the Councill 
be referred." This Committee was to meet in the Council 
Chamber on Pridays.
The Luke of York was "understood to be of all 
Committees, where he pleases to be," and the four Committees 
had 7, 11, 12 and 16 other members respectively. The Luke 
was also made president of the Naval and Military Committee, 
"if he so please, or else the Lord Generali", and the 
presidents of the other Committees were Secretary Arlington 
for Poreign Affairs, the Lord Privy Seal for Trade and
118
Plantations, and the Lord Keeper for Complaints and Grievances. 
It was further provided that, "if there shall happen any 
thing extraordinary that requires Advice, whether in matters 
relating to the Treasury, or any other mixt nature, other 
than what is already determined ... particular Committees 
be in such Cases appointed for them, as hath been accustomed .. 
that as on the one side nothing is hereafter to be resolved 
in Council, till the matter hath been first examined. And 
have received the opinion of some Committee or other, so 
on the other hand, that nothing be referred to any Committee 
untill it have been read at the Board, except Porrain 
Affairs.
What success the reorganization met with is
2
uncertain. Its provisions seem worth setting out, as a 
contrast to the arrangements made in 1679. The reform of 
1679 appears to have been less drastic. The Committees as 
established then were not so nearly comprehensive in their 
coverage of government activity, and no orders were given 
that everything was necessarily to be discussed in a Committee 
before it was decided upon in Council.
Pour standing Committees were established in 1679.
No more need be said about the Committee of Intelligence.
1. B.M. Eger ton MSS. 2543, 205.
2. cf. Turner, Privy Council II, 190, 266.
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The other Committees were those for Ireland, Tangier, and
Trade and Plantations. It was ordered that the Lord
Chancellor, Lord President, and the two Secretaries of State
"may he present at all Committees as often as they see fit.
At the time those officers were Pinch, Shaftesbury,
Sunderland, and Coventry. The Irish Committee had 5 other
members, who were Anglesey, Salisbury, Essex, Halifax, and
2
Robarts; and its quorum v/as three. Bridgwater, Lauderdale, 
Chesterfield and Ailesbury were named as members during the 
next tvm years.^ On 20 October 1680 Sir Robert Carr's name 
was added to all Committees,"^ and on 9 March 1681 the Earl 
of Craven was sworn a Privy Councillor and appointed "to be 
of all the standing Committees of this Board." The Irish 
Committee was only supposed to consider matters referred to 
it from the Council.^ The Committee for Tangier, in 
contrast, was "for the consideration of all matters relating 
to Tangier, and to make report thereof from time to time unto
n
this Board."- It has 12 members, the same people as the 
Irish Committee, excepting Salisbury, Essex, and Robarts, 
and including instead Monmouth, Winchester, Arlington, 
Fauconberg, G ape 11, and Chicheley; and its q^ uorum was
1. P.O. 2/68, 5. 2. Ibid., 6.
3. Ibid., 92, 391; 2/69, 222. 4. P.O. 2/69, 127.
5. Ibid., 238. 6. P.O. 2/68, 6.
7. Ibid., 4».
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likewise three.^ Robarts, Holies, Bath, and Albermarle
2
were later additions to it. It seems to have become a 
sort of Committee of the whole Council in June 1682, when 
a Commission for Tangier was ordered to be reappointed, to 
consist of all the Lords of the Council.^ In 1685 the 
town was abandoned.
The Committee for Trade and Plantations had a 
similar commission to that of the Tangier Committee, and it 
consisted of 22 members, again with a quorum of three. The 
original nominees, besides the Chancellor, President and 
Secretaries, were Anglesey, Albermarle, Lauderdale, Ormonde, 
Winchester, Worcester, Arlington, Bridgwater#, Essex, 
Pauconberg, Halifax, the Bishop of London, Russell, Cavendish, 
Holies, Ernie, Temple and Powle;^  and later additions were 
Conway and Robarts,^ %de, Jenkins, Clarendon, Chesterfield 
and Ailesbury, and Berkeley.^ On 27 January 1688, "It was 
this day ordered by His Majesty in Council that all the 
Lords of His Majesties most Honourable Privy Council, be, 
and they are hereby, appointed to be a standing Committee of
Q
this Board for Trade and Foreign Plantations. ” So the 
Committee of Trade and Plantations too became a Committee of
1. P.C. 2/68, 6. 2. Ibid.
3. P.C. 2/69» 314. 4. see Chapter 4, below.
5. P.C. 2/68, 6. 6. Ibid.
7. Ibid., 289, 388; 2/69, 8. P.C. 2/?2, 585.
24, 222; 2/71, 148.
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the whole Council. A fifth standing Committee appointed in
1679 was that for Jersey and G-urnsey, it being ordered on
7 May "That the Right Honourable the Committee of this
Board appointed for Trade and Plaitations, be likewise a
Committee for the affares of Jersey and Gurnsey.
At his accession, James 11 ordered all standing
2
Committees of the Council to be revived. Yidiether they did 
all continue is uncertain. In August 1686 Clarendon,
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, wrote to his brother complaining 
that Sunderland would not answer his letters, except by a 
bare acknowledgement, and added, "1 wonder there is not a 
committee appointed for the affairs of Ireland: it would
ease my Lord President, and the profitable part would still 
continue to him. 1 care not who is of it: you would be 
one, and every thing would then be r e a d . I n  1689, the 
establishment of the Irish Committee was followed by the 
appointment of a Committee for Trade and Plantations on 
16 February, and one for Jersey and Gurnsey on 26 February.^ 
As against the 9 members of the Irish Committee, the other 
two Committees had 12 members - the same persons for each 
Committee - namely, the Lord President, Banby; Lord Privy
1. P.O. 2/68, 26.
2. P.C. 2/71, 17.
3. Singer, S.W. The Correspondence of ... Clarendon and
... Rochester I, 552.
4. P.C. 2/73, 8, 21.
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Seal, Halifax; Lord Steward, Devonshire; Secretaries of 
State, Shrewsbury and Nottingham; Bath; Pauconberg; 
Mordaunt; the Bishop of London; Capell; Pov/ell; and 
Russell. In 1690 Godolphin's name was "added to all 
Committees",^ and in I69I Bridgwater was "appointed to
2
be of the Committees of Trade and Plantations and Ireland."
A new Committee "for the affairs of Ireland" was appointed 
on 29 November 1694, consisting of the Lord Keeper, Lord 
President, Lord Privy Seal, Shrewsbury, Normanby, Romney, 
Ranelagh, Godolphin, Conningsby, Trenchard, Montagu, and 
Goodricke; and with a quorum of five instead of three.^ 
V/harton and Lowther were added to the Committee the next 
month.
Meanwhile, however, the Committee of the whole 
Council had appeared in the Register for the first time 
since the Revolution. On 23 March 1692 the record says, 
"Upon reading the annexed^Report of the Commissioners of the 
Customs and Transportation, concerning the laying of an 
Embargo, It is this day ordered ... that it be ... referred 
to the Committee of this whole Board appointed for settling 
the Embargo who are to consider the same and to report what
1. P.C. 2/74, 56.
2. Ibid., 172.
3. P.C. 2/75, 512.
4. P.C. 2/76, 1.
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their Lordships conceive fitt to be done t h e r e i n . T h e
standing Committees did not become merged in the Committee
of the whole Council for some time, as there is frequent
reference in the Register to them individually and records
2
of their separate meetings. But a symptom of the way 
things were moving may be seen in the fact that in February 
1694 the Committee for Trade and Plantations reported on a 
matter that had been referred to a Committee of the whole 
Council,^ and in May 1694 "At the Committee of Jersey and 
Gurnsey", letters from the Governors of Massachusetts and 
New Hampshire were read.^ Even more significant was the 
fact that when, after the establishment of the Board of 
Trade, a new standing Committee was created for Hearing 
Appeals from the Plantations, it was ordered, "that all 
the Lords of the Counci11 or any three or more of them be 
appointed a Committee for that purpose," and the Clerk noted 
in the margin of the Register, "All Appeals from the 
Plantations to be heard First att the Committee of the whole 
C o u n ci l.B efo re  the end of the reign there were several 
instances of composite Committees meeting; for example, on
1. P.C. 2/75, 121.
2. e.g. Committee for Jersey and Gurnsey: P.C. 2/75, 151,
157, 158, 163, 180, 257, 276, 279, 361, 363, 372, 379,
412, etc. Committee for Trade and Plantations: P.C. 2/75,
185, 190, 194, 196, 203, 206, 252, 290, 291, 294, 350,
359, 362, 269, etc.
3. P.C. 2/75, 311, 333. 4. Ibid., 417-418.
5. P.C. 2/76, 559.
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1 September I698 a "Committee for Hearing Appeals from the 
Plantations, For the Affaires of Jersey and Gurnsey, And for 
the Redeemption of Captives" m e t w h i l e  joint Committees 
for Jersey and Gurnsey and Hearing Plantation Appeals 
became quite common. In the 1690's Southwell wrote that 
"Any Jersey affairs or complaint to ease the whole Council" 
was referred "to the Committee of Jersey or of the whole 
Council.
There was no obvious change in the Committee system 
at the accession of Queen Anne. No order was made to 
re-establish the standing Committees, and nothing more is 
recorded in the Register about the Irish Committee; but the 
Committee for Jersey and Gurnsey and the Committee for Hear­
ing Appeals from the Plantations apparently continued 
throughout the reign.^ The tendency for these Committees 
to transact business outside their province also continued, 
however, as the example of the last meetings of each 
illustrate, for the Committee for Jersey and Gurnsey that 
met on 15 May 1714 considered the form of oaths to be used 
in Minorca, and the Committee for Hearing Appeals from the 
Plantations on 26 June 1714 heard a Jersey appeal.^
1. P.C. 2/77, 223.
2. P.C. 2/77, 362; 2/78, 31, 69, 94, 123, 183, 194, 212,
231, 235, 256, 263, 280, 302, 316.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 34349, 19-
4. The first meeting of the Committee for Jersey and Gurnsey
was on 13 April 1702, and that of the Committee for 
Hearing Appeals from the Plantations on 24 May 1704;
P.O. 2/79, 94; 2/80, 119.
5. P.O. 2/84, 360. 6. Ibid., 369.
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Composite Committee meetings, especially for the Affairs
of Jersey and Gurnsey and for Hearing Plantation Appeals -
which were very frequent - were even more common than in
the preceding reign: one was called a "Committee of the
whole Council to consider of Barbadoes Laws and for the
Affairs of Jersey and Gurnsey,"^and another, "By the Lords
of the Committee touching the ship Catherine Condemned in
2
Scotland and for Jersey and Gurnsey." This last example 
shows how the functions of a standing Committee and a special 
Committee could be merged in the Committee of the whole 
Council. At the beginning of George I's reign the Committee 
of the whole Council was formally recognised in the order 
that "The whole Privy Council or any three or more of them 
be, and hereby are appointed a Committee for the Affairs of 
Jersey and Gurnsey, Hearing of Appeals from the Plantations, 
and other Matters that shalbe referred to them. And that 
they proceed to heare and examine such Causes as have been 
Referred to Committees of the Council by Her late Majesty, 
and Report the same with their Opinion thereupon to this 
Board.
One of the reasons why the standing Committees 
merged in the Committee of the whole Council was probably 
that members failed to attend the separate Committees often
rr^T.c. 2/79, 173.
2. P.C. 2/82, 582
3. Turner Privy Council II, 383.
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enough. On 30 May 1690, just before he left the country,
Y/illiam "Was pleased to Direct the Lords of the Counci 11
that now in his absence the Committees be better attended
than of late, particularly the Committee of Trade and
Plantations, the Business of that Committee being cast much
behind hand at presen t. Da nb y's  strictures of 1691 on
2
the Irish Committee have been quoted already. Other hints 
about the difficulty of getting members to attend may be 
seen in the order, at a Committee for Jersey and Gurnsey 
on 22 May 1693, that "The Report from the Admiralty to be 
further considered when the Lord Falkland is present, 
and the note on 29 June 1693 that the Lords of the same 
Committee "are hereby desired to meet on Tuesday next ... to 
hear and dispatch the Petitions and Appeals of severall of 
the Inhabitants of those islands, now depending before 
them. On 3 December 1694 the Irish Committee was ordered
5
to meet every Monday at 5 p.m., and on 20 June 1695 a 
Committee on Col. Donnington's escape from the Tower was 
instructed to bring in its Report speedily.^
As there was already a strong tendency for the same 
persons to attend all the standing Committees, it was not
1. P.C. 2/73, 445.
2. see Chapter 2, above, p.5“^.
3. P.O. 2/75, 158.
4. Ibid., 176.
5. P.C. 2/76, 1.
6. Ibid., 147.
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a great practical change for the separate Committees to 
amalgamate. The names of those nominated to each standing 
Committee suggest that from the start there was likely to 
be a nucleus of active members who attended them all.
Turner made an analysis of the members appointed to five 
special Committees in 1689/1691 which shows that there was 
a similar nucleus of active members who attended most 
special Committees too, though he adds the rider that "their 
total membership embraced a large number of Council members.
In 1693 and 1694 the great majority of standing Committee 
meetings were attended by six persons - Carmarthen,
Shrewsbury, Bridgwater, Trenchard, Goodricke, and Boscawen - 
though twenty other names appear in the lists of different 
meetings. During this time the Irish Committee was attended 
by only one person, Conningsby, whose name had not appeared 
among those who attended the Committee for Jersey and Gurnsey. 
A paper in King William's,Chest, (circa 1694), outlines 
several reforms that might be made in the organization of 
Council and Committee work, and says, among other things, 
that "The King may be pleased also to order a certain number 
of Privy Councillors to be a standing Committee for the 
Plantations, and of such as are likely to attend it ... The 
King may settle also a Committee for Ireland to sit once a 
fortnight, but neither of these Committees will signifie 
any thing, unless your Majesty tell them solemnly at your
Turner, Privy Council II, 203 - 205.
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going to Flanders, that you expect exact attendance at those 
Committees, and that you have ordered the Clerks to write in 
a Book theyr names who shall fail any day to come ... Your 
Majesty will please to observe that I humbly propose a 
select number for all Committees, instead of all the Counoel, 
as it is now; because now every bodys business is nobody's, 
whereas the other way, such will be charged with it, who are 
most capable of attending and understanding it.
The transition from nominated special Committees to the 
Committee of the whole Council is easier to trace than the 
gradual absorption of the standing Committees into that Com­
mittee. In the six years from 1679 to the end of his reign, 
Charles II appointed 19 special Committees ; whereas James II
in the four years of his reign appointed only 5» Charles's
2
Committees included those for suppressing Popery, for the
z 4
Irish Plot,- and for the redemption of Captives: only
the Committee of Examinations appointed in May 1679 to carry 
on investigations into the Plot, after the prorogation of 
Parliament, was a Committee of "all the Lords of the
C o u n c i l . J a m e s ' s  Committees were those for King Charles's
6 7funeral, the inspection of the Commissions of the Peace,'
1. S.P. 8/13, 7.
2. P.C. 2/68, 316.
5. Ibid., 454.
4. P.C. 2/69, 41.
5. P.C. 2/68, 60.
6. P.C. 2/71, 7.
7. Ibid., 325.
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auditing the accounts of the Commissioners who collected
and disposed of money on behalf of French Protestant
1 2 refugees, putting a price on Canary wine, and to review
the system of charitable collections for the poor.^ Of
these five, the Committee about Canary wine was unusual
in that it included persons who were not Privy Councillors,
namely, the Commissioners of the Treasury and the Lords
Chief Justice. The Committee concerned with the French
Protestants was most probably a Committee of the whole
Council, as that on collecting money for the poor definitely
was.
William III appointed 19 special Committees, 
ranging from one on 16 February 1689 "to consider of the 
methods of His Majesty giving notice to Foreign Princes of 
his accession to this C r o w n , t o  that of 14 February 1695 
to examine the matter of Col. Donnington's escape from the 
Tower. This Committee of 1695 was the only special 
Committee appointed after the Queen's death - except for 
that which arranged her funeral and it was the last one 
of the reign. On nine subsequent occasions special subjects, 
which earlier would have had nominated Committees appointed 
to work on them, were referred to the Committee of the whole
1. P.O. 2/71, 412
2. P.C. 2/72, 529.
3. Ibid., 659.
4. P.C. 2/73, 8.
5. P.C. 2/76, 63.
6. Ibid., 20.
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Council; as the question of the Embargo in 1592,^ the case 
of the ship 'Fortune' in 1693,^ and the difficulty of 
supplying London with corn in 1694,  ^had already been 
referred. As early as 24 October 1693 it had been thought 
necessary to minute that some business was referred from 
the Committee of Trade and Plantations to the Council as 
such: it was ordered "That the consideration of the said
Petition, and all the Matters relating thereunto, and which 
are depending before the said Committee, be ... referred 
to the whole Privy Council who are to meet as a Council 
tomorrov/ ... concerning the said matters. It is most
likely mere chance that the change from special Committees 
to a Committee of the whole Council so nearly co-incided 
with the Queen's death, but it does lend colour to the 
theory that the year 1694 was the turning point of the reign.
Queen Anne appointed only 7 special Committees.
One was to arrange the late King's funeral,^ and another her 
Coronation;^ one was about the appointment of Sheriffs;"^
o
another for Prince George's funeral; and three were to 
consider Irish Bills.^ On the other hand, 29 subjects were 
referred to the Committee of the whole Council.
1. P.C. 2/75, 121, and see above p. lz.%,
2. P.C. 2/75, 292.
3. Ibid., 311.
4. Ibid., 263
5. P.C. 2/79, 4
6. Ibid., 65.
7. Ibid, 476.
8. P.C. 2/82, 181.
9. P.C. 2/82, 333, 347; 2/83, 15.
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The contrast hetv/een the reigns of Charles II and Anne
needs no underlining.
In the reign of Charles II the custom had become
established of nominating particular Clerks of the Council
to attend upon the standing Committees. When, in 1675,
control of plantation affairs reverted to a Committee of the
Privy Council, ^ Sir Robert Southwell was directed "to
gather together the threads of business in colonial and
trade affairs left loose and at large," and in September
2that year he appointed William Blathwayt his Clerk. In 
1676, Southwell finding the plantation business too much 
for him, it was arranged that each of the Clerks of the 
Council, (excepting Sir John Nicholas, who refused to enter 
into the new arrangement), should do the duties for six 
months ; but the only result of this system seems to have 
been that the four Clerks of the Council each got £100 added 
to their salaries, which they continued to draw after 1679 
when Blathwayt was formally appointed to attend the Committee - 
he was doing the work of a secretary already. The Register
records on 7 May 1679 that "The Earl of Sunderland acquaints
Dickerson, O.IVC American Colonial Government, 1696-17% 
(1912, Cleveland! Ohi0) T9^
Before 1675 there had been several types of authority: 
there had been Committees of the Privy Council, and mixed 
Committees of Privy Councillors and others ; and for a 
time there had been separate Councils for Trade and 
Plantations, cf. iVndrews, C.M. British Committees. 
Commissions, and Councils of Trade and Plantations, 1622- 
Ï675 T1908, The Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore) passim. 
5- Jacobsen, G.A. William Blathwayt (1932, New Haven) 81,86.
3. Ibid., 87.
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Sir Robert Southwell (who is in waiting) That it is His
Majesty's pleasure that Fir Bridgman should assist constantly
at the Committee for Intelligence, in the like manner as
Mr Blathwait does for the business of Trade and Plantations,
and as Mr Cooling is to do for the business of Tangier.
Three Clerks in Extraordinary were thus appointed as
secretaries to three standing Committees.
Blathwayt remained secretary to the Lords of Trade
until 1696. In I68O, or thereabouts, he brought John Povy
2
into the Plantation Office as a clerk, and his idea seems 
to have been to train him as his successor. His own duties 
became increasingly heavy, and in 1692, when he v/as due to 
go to Flanders as secretary to King 'William, he got Povy 
made a Clerk in Extraordinary of the Privy Council "in order 
that the business of the Lords of Trade might not suffer in 
his absence. Povy "was sworn Clerk of Their Majesties 
most honourable Privy Council in Extraordinary, and to assist 
the Clerks of the Council at the Committee of Trade and 
Plantations in the absence of William Blathwayt Esq.
Though only a Clerk in Extraordinary, Povy was allowed to 
be present at Council meetings on account of the work he
1. P.C. 2/68, 26.
2. Jacobsen, G.A. op. cit., 107.
3. Ibid., 249.
4. P.C. 2/74, 340.
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was doing for the Lords of Trade and Plantations.^ However,
when the Board of Trade took over from the Committee of
Trade and Plantations in 1696, Blathwayt failed to get
Povy appointed as its Secretary. A merchant called
William Popple was appointed, who was to he succeeded in
2
office hy his son and grandson. Blathwayt was left 
without grounds for complaint, because he himself was made 
a member of the Board.^
It will be noticed that the Committees with the 
most competent administrators as their secretaries kept the 
best records. The Register of the Committee of Intelligence 
kept by Bridgemen has already been mentioned.^ Blathwayt 
was presumably responsible for the Journal of the Committee 
for Trade and Plantations, which runs from 1675 to 1696, and 
set the pattern for the records of the Board of Trade. If 
Colinge kept a comparable register for the Committee of 
Tangier it seems not to have survived,^ and no comprehensive 
set of records belonging to the Committee for Jersey and 
Gurnsey seem$to exist. There are numerous minutes of
1. see Chapter 9, p.
2. Jacobsen, G.A. op.cit., 296. cf. Clarke, M.P. The
Board of Trade at Work A.H.R. 17, (1911), 22.
3. A post he retained until 1707. Jacobsen, G.A. op.cit.
351.
4. see Chapter 2, above, p.
5. C.O. 391/1 - 8; and cf. Ibid., 391/9 etc.
6. C.0.279, (cP.R.O. Lists and Indexes XXXIII, 282-283)
7. The State Papers, Channel Islands, S.P. 47/1-3, are a
collection of miscellaneous letters and papers, not a 
continuous record of the proceedings of the Committee 
for Jersey and Gurnsey.
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Committee meetings incorporated in the Privy Council Register,
but they cannot be depended upon for completeness. For
instance, whereas Anglesey, who himself probably did not
go to every meeting, records his attendance at the Committee
of Tangier about as often as once a fortnight from December 
1
1679 onwards, few records of these meetings appear in the 
Register.
The Register does not include a full record of 
the proceedings of special Committees either. Their life 
cycle was generally uncomplicated. They were appointed, 
met, drew up a Report, and then, when it was presented in
Council, dissolved. But if meetings of a special Committee
were numerous, as those of the Committee of Examinations 
must have been, or the life of a Committee was protracted, 
as that of the Committee on Captives was, then the Register 
certainly does not give a complete record of its doings.
Even the few Minutes of the Privy Council contain several 
examples of meetings, both of standing and special Committees, 
that never found their way into the Register. Thus, on 
20 December 1693 the Minutes mention a "Committee of Gurnzey"
1. B.M. Add. Mss. 18730, 64 etc.
2. P.C. 4/1. The pages of the Privy Council Minutes are
not properly numbered, so entries are most easily 
found by reference to the date of the Minute.
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that does not appear in the Register. On 7 July 1708 the 
Minutes record a Oonmiittee for Hearing Appeals from the 
Plantations and for Jersey and Gurnsey, which is not entered 
in the Register - probably because nothing was done at it.
On 10 March 1709 there was another instance of the same 
Committee meeting, which again is not recorded in the Register. 
On 5 November 1695 the Minutes have an item, "At the Committee 
for examining the Claims of the Heralds etc. at Her Late 
Majestys Punerail": this does not appear in the Register,
though there is a blank page at the place where it might be.
The same Committee met again on 25 November, according to 
the Minutes, and this time there is not even a blank space 
in the Register. Another Committee on "the Claims of the 
Heralds" met on 16 March 1709, but its absence from the 
Register is perhaps explained by the note in the Minute,
"Mdm. His Lordship took away those Petitions in order to 
move Her Majesty thereupon."
In the order of 7 May 1679, no special Clerk was 
allotted to the Committee for Irish Affairs. The reason 
may have been that the offices of the Treasury and the 
Secretary of State also had a lien on Irish business. On 
15 January 1668 a mixed Council-Treasury Committee had been 
appointed to consider retrenchment in Ireland, and,
Lr. S.B. Baxter says, "Similarly constituted Committees (the 
attendance of the Treasury Lords was far more regular than
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that of the outsiders) continued to meet at the Treasury
for years." "The Committee used the Treasury Chamber and
the Treasury staff. Its activities were recorded in the
Treasury Minute Book. Later, Banby had little difficulty
in claiming that Irish business should go through the
Treasury; and in 1685 that business had grown to such
proportions that the fees on Irish business were kept apart
from the ordinary Treasury fees and supported a second
Treasury Secretary. ’What had begun as a simple meeting of
a committee, to which all the Treasury Lords happened to be
appointed developed into an important and remunerative class
of Treasury business." Yet there was still some doubt as
2
to whether these were Treasury meetings. Another office 
stood to gain from Irish business also.
Ireland was within the province of the Secretary 
of State for the Southern Department, and his chief Clerk 
held the "Irish Agency". In 1674 the agency was in the 
hands of Henry Thynne: when Secretary Coventry retired
Thynne went with him, and Francis Gwyn applied for the Irish 
agency; but it was given instead to Bridgeman, as Clerk to 
the new Secretary of State, Sunderland.Gwyn had recently
1. Baxter, S.B. The Development of the Treasury, 1660-1702
(1957) 41.
2. Ibid., 41-42.
3. Evans, F.M.G. The Principal Secretary of State (1923,
Manchester University Press) 16$.
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bought Sir Robert Southwell's place as Clerk of the Council, 
and upon succeeding to it he wrote to Ormonde, "After my 
allegiance to His Majesty, it was made an indispensible 
article that I should be an humble servant to your Grace,"; 
and Ormonde replied, "I hope you will be appointed to attend 
the Committee for the affares of this kingdoms constantly, 
which I conceive will more facilitate dispatch then that 
your fellowes should take their turnes and be put to spend 
a good part of their Quarter in looking over and understanding 
what past in the f o r m e r . O n  7 February 1680 Gwyn wrote 
to Ormonde about the Irish agency, saying, "Fir Secretary 
Coventry's intending to resign ... and Mr Harry Thynne 
resolving to appear no more in public business hath made me 
take the confidence to recommend myselfe ... for agent for 
the affairs of Ireland ... which I am the more encouraged 
to do, since I hope for an attendance upon the Committee for 
Ireland." On the same day, however, Southwell told 
Ormonde that "Mr Bridgeman will naturally pretend to the 
agency of Ireland which formerly he had when with the first 
Secretary, and I am afraid he must not be displeased therein. 
Bridgeman's application was backed by a letter to Ormonde's 
son Arran, v/hich said, "Fir Bridgman hath desired me to write
1. H.M.C. 5, 6th Report, (Ormonde MSS), 737.
2. H.Fi.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 5, 271.
3. Ibid., n.s. 4, 579.
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to your Lordship to move my Lord Lieutenant that he may be 
restored to the Agency and 100 1. p. ann., wch Mr Thine now 
hath till Lady day, he considers himself in every respect 
capable of His Grace's service, being under the First 
Secretary, clerk of the Councell, and only Clerk attending 
the secrett Counsell for forreign affaires.Bridgeman 
won the Irish agency, although he was only a Clerk in 
Extraordinary, and Gwyn a Clerk in Ordinary of the Council.
Gwyn was also disappointed of the place of secretary 
to the Irish Committee. Vvlien Ormonde had first suggested 
Gwyn's appointment Coventry replied, "I should be very glad 
that there were a particular Clerk to attend that Committee; 
but I doubt it will be hard for one never versed in any 
business of that nature to understand it so readily." On 
14 February 1680 Gwyn reported to Ormonde, "the Committee 
for the Affairs of Ireland was appointed to sit on Tuesday 
morning next, and I by the favour of your Grace am appointed 
to attend it, but my brother Sir John Nicholas who is in 
waiting at present in the Council is joined with me."  ^
Nicholas, from what is known of him,^ was probably not an 
exacting colleague; but Gwyn's saying, "who is in waiting
1. B.L. Carte MSS. 39, 111: (Sir Robert Reading) to
Arran, 24 (?14) February 1679/80.
2. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n, s. 5, 260.
3. Ibid., n.s. 5, 275-276.
4. see Chapter 9, below, p. 5^6%,
139
at present" may mean that the other two Clerks were also 
to take turns at the Committee. Certainly when the next 
Irish Committee was set up, in 1689, it used all the Clerks 
of the Council hy turns.^ Thus there were three authorities 
in England handling the affairs of Ireland: the Treasury,
the Secretary of State for the Southern Department, and the 
Privy Council and its Committee for Irish Affairs. Perhaps 
because of this complication, or because of the chance that 
Gwyn was inexperienced, the Irish Committee differed from 
the other standing Committees in not having a single 
secretary.
The latter part of the reign of Charles II was the 
time when the Committee system was most highly organised.
As during the reign of William III the standing Committees' 
tended to come together in the Committee of the whole Council, 
so the practice of having special Clerks for each Committee 
vanished, and the Clerk in waiting presumably attended upon 
whatever Committees met during his term of duty. In 
passing it may be mentioned, however, that Clerks attended 
some of the special Commissions which resembled Committees 
of the Council, although they could include outsiders as 
well as Privy Councillors, and were not in fact connected 
with the Council in any way. Thus, Blathwayt was apparently
!• see Chapter 2, above, p.5’7.
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secretary to the Commission of 1681-1684, appointed to
manage the Ecclesiastical patronage of the Crown: Philip
Madox wrote on 29 September 1684, "The Ecclesiastical
Commission Mr Blathwayte attended is made void.Similarly,
Bridgeman acted as "Register" to the Ecclesiastical
2
Commissioners of James II's reign. Sometimes the Clerks
of the Council acted as Clerks to the Commissioners for
Prize Appeals, who were generally a Commission of all the
Lords of the Privy Council.
Y/hile most standing Committees were joining
together in the reign of Y/illiam III, one of them broke
loose from the Council. In 1696 the Commission for Trade
and Plantations, (or Board of Trade, as it came to be known),
took over the duties of the Committee for Trade and
Plantations. Its constitution gave equal representation
to Privy Councillors and experts, but it was the latter who
were the active members, for the Commission of the Board said
that, "Y/e do not hereby intend that" the Lord Chancellor,
Lord President, Lord Privy Seal, Lord Treasurer, Lord High
Admiral, the two Secretaries of State, and the Chancellor
of the Exchequer, should "be obliged to give constant
attendance at the meetings of our said Commissioners, but
only so often and when the presence of them ... shall be
1. quoted in Thorpe, T. Catalogue (1834) 297. cf. Poxcroft,
H.C. The Life and Letters of Sir George Savile, Bt., 
first Marquis of Halifax^ (I898) T] 436.
Ellis, G.A. The Ellis Correspondence (1829) I, I47.
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necessary and requisite and their other public service will 
1
permit." As to the relationship of the new Board to the 
Council, a historian of the Board of Trade concludes that 
it was undoubtedly the real authority for colonial affairs, 
though the Privy Council retained ultimate control. Por 
instance, laws passed in the colonies were usually confirmed 
or disallowed by the King in Council as suggested by the 
Board of Trade. "Of course the Board's decision might be 
reversed or modified, or a law or report might be returned 
for reconsideration ... however, ... if the total number of 
laws considered could be brought together it would be found 
that in a large majority of cases the Board's decision was 
a f f i r m e d . Y e t  even after I696 the Privy Council still 
took a considerable interest in plantation affairs, and the 
appelate jurisdiction of the Council increased;^ though the 
Committee for Hearing Appeals from the Plantations was not 
exempt from the fate of the other standing Committees of the 
Council, and like them merged into the Committee of the 
whole Council.^ Two opinions of the Board of Trade may 
be quoted : Vernon, in January 1698, speaking of proceedings
1. Clarke. M.P. "The Board of Trade at Work" A.H.R. 17,
(1911), 20.
2. Ibid., 36.
3. Grant, W.L. and Munro, J. Acts of the Privy Council
of England; Colonial Series (I9OÜ-1912; II, vi.
4. Ibid., viii.
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in the House of Commons, said, "I don't find people have
generally any great veneration for them, and the accounts
are more liable to be found fault with than otherwise.
On the other hand, another modern authority, discussing the
history of the Board, says that it "had an efficient staff
and in its earlier years it made many important suggestions
2
both about foreign commerce and conditions at home."
leaving out of account the Board of Trade, which 
began a life of its own in 1696, separate from if still 
subordinate to the Council, and the three Committees that 
were early manifestations of the Cabinet; the question that 
needs to be answered is whether the Committees were the 
servants or the masters of the Privy Council. The answer 
cannot be definitive, because of the insufficiency of 
documentary evidence for the activities of all Committees.
Some decision is required, however, even if it is only to 
agree or disagree with a broad statement like that of 
Professor Thomson's about the post-Revolution period, that 
"There were numerous committees of the Council, both 
temporary and standing, and in most cases they were committees 
of the whole Council - that is, committees of the few who 
cared to attend. These included all or some of the sovereign^
1. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of
William III, 1696-1708 ( 1Ü4H T, 481:
2. Clark, Sir George The Wealth of England (1946, Oxford,
University Press) 143•
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confidential advisers. Thus the council was really
controlled by them.
The special Committees, appointed for a particular
purpose, were obviously less likely to coerce the Council
than were the important standing Committees of the versatile
Committee of the whole Council. Even some special
Committees though did important work. In Charles II's
reign there were the Committees concerned with various
aspects of the Popish Plot. The Committee of Examinations
2
itself was actually a Committee of the whole Council; but 
on 12 December 1679 another Committee, of nine members, was 
appointed "to consider of all propositions that shall be 
brought unto them for putting the laws against Papists in 
Execution" and Francis Gwyn was ordered to "attend their 
Lordships from time to time in this b u s i n e s s . O n  18 May 
1680 when the Lord President wrote to Secretary Jenkins 
that "The examination of the Irish Priests requiring dispatch 
made me pitch on 10 on Monday, knowing there were divers 
of the Committee of Examinations, besides yourself, whose 
presence was not necessary in the Lords House. But, since 
you have not issued the summons, I desire you would forthwith 
for 4 this afternoon, he was probably referring to the
1. Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England
(1938) 211.
2. P.C. 2/68, 60.
3. Ibid., 316.
4. Cal. S.P. Dorn. 1679 - 1680, 484.
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special Committee that had been appointed in March to
investigate the so-called Irish Plot
A more important Committee, hut one whose
activities are very obscure, was that on the Corporations.
On 29 June 1680, the Privy Council Register was, "Ordered
that the representation of Sir Thomas Peyton be referred
to His Majesties Attorney Generali to consider of the
Question therein proposed and to give his opinion to the
Lords of the Committee for inspecting the returns from
2
Corporations." There had been no notice in the Register 
of such a Committee’s appointment, but there are several 
more instances of business concerning the corporations 
being referred to it, and minutes of its meetings.It may 
even be that the Committee for suppressing Popery had turned 
itself into a Committee on the Corporations, for Prancis 
Gwyn, who had been appointed to attend the former Committee, 
wrote about it on 2 March I68O to the Duke of Ormonde, 
saying that it had met the day before with the King present, 
"where the first thing considered of was an order to the 
Attorney General to inquire into the most effective ways of 
putting the Act for Purging and Regulating Corporations in
1. P.C. 2/68, 454.
2. P.C. 2/69, 24.
3. e.g. P.C. 2/69? 49; a meeting on 23 July I68O.
P.C. 2/69? 86; the Committee to report on the
petition of John Vvhitbrace asking to be sworn in as 
Mayor of Dartmouth, as he had been elected by one vote, 
but the then Mayor had sworn in the rival candidate 
who was his own favourite instead.
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execution."^ It is tantalizing to know so little about this 
Corümittee, and to have no definite evidence to show whether 
its activities were continued in the next reign by a similar 
body, or whether under James II it was the Cabinet that 
supervised the changes made in the Corporations, and the 
magistracy and Lieutenancies of the counties.
Both Charles II and James II appointed Committees 
to review the Commissions of the Peace, though the Register 
is not very expansive about either of them. On 3 December 
1679 the Lord Chancellor, Lord President, and the two 
Secretaries of State were appointed "a Committee of this 
Board to consider the lists of Justices of the Peace in the 
severall Countys of England and Wales, and that they have 
power to meete about the same as often as they shall see 
cause, and call such persons to their Assistance as they 
shall think fit. On 22 October 1686 a Committee of 
twelve was appointed to "inspect Lysts of the Justices of 
the Peace within the severall Countys of this Kingdom, and 
Report to His Majesty in Council such Alterations as they 
shall judge requisite. The only other mention of this 
Committee is on 7 November, when two more members were added 
to it.^ Before the end of the year, however, the result of
1. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 5? 284.
2. P.C. 2/68, 304.
3. P.C. 2/71, 325.
4. Ibid., 332.
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its work appeared in a wholesale revision of the Commissions.^
Sir John Bramston, v/ho was one of those affected by the
alterations, said "The King having appointed a Committee of
his Counci11 to inspect the Commissions of the Peace
throughout all the counties, they have met, and have left
some out, and have putt in others. The new are for the
most part Papists ... The officers of the Army too are
added everywhere ... With my-self were about thirty others
put out of the Commission of the Peace, few of the old
2
Justices left in Commission."
William III also appointed a Committee, though 
it was a Committee of the whole Council, to revise the lists 
of Justices of the Peace and Be put Lieutenants.^ Some 
other noteworthy Committees of his reign were those of 
June and July 1689- The former had eight members, including 
the two Secretaries of State but no other great officers, 
and was "for examining and committing to prison such persons 
they shall have cause to suspect to be guilty of High 
Treason or treasonable practices"the latter, with six 
members, including the Lord President and Lord Privy Seal 
as well as the Secretaries, was appointed "to be a Committee
to consider of Heads of what may be necessary to say to the
p  P.O. Z77ÏT363-379.
Bramston, Sir John The Autohiography of Sir John 
Bramston. K.B. (1845, O.S. 32j,251%
3. B.C. 2/78,' 13.
4. P.C. 2/73, 154.
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Judges, now they are going to their Circuits and to prepare 
the Instructions against Thursday next in C o u n c i l . T h e  
second of these Committees may not have had such a vital 
task as the first, but it is a particularly good example 
of the way in which a Committee might prepare business for 
the Council.
An especially active Committee was that nominated
on 12 May 1692, consisting of six Councillors, who v/ere
instructed to "meet as a Committee in the Council Chamber
this afternoon and so from time to time to consider the most
Effectuall way and means for seizing of horses of all Papists
and persons who are disaffected to the Government within the
City of Y/estminster and Six Miles from London. And their
Lordships are hereby authorised and Impowered to imploy
such person or Persons and in such manner as they shall
2
think most proper for putting the same into effect."
Two Committees in the economic field were the special Committee 
of 5 Pebruary 1691 on the coal supply of London;^ and the 
Committee of the whole Council appointed on 11 January 1694? 
''Upon reading a Report from the Lords Commissioners of the 
Admiralty on Proposalls for supplying the City of London 
with Corne," which was "to consider of the best wayes and 
meanes for appointing and setting out convoys and cruizers
1. P.O. 2/73, 164.
2. P.C. 2/74, 395
3. Ibid., Ill
148
to secure the Coastal Trade, and particulary the Corne
ships from the Y/est and North parts. Committees of the
Council investigated "the Proceedings of the Streights
2
Squadron" in 1693, and "the Complaint against the 
Commissioners of Sick and Yvounded" in 1694 # ^ A recurrent 
dispute that was also the subject of a special Committee was 
that of the Earl Marshal and the Lord Chamberlain about 
their precedence."^ Edward Southwell gives details of the 
debate in Council about the matter, ending, "After about 
an hours arguing: the King ordered it to be referred to a
5
Committee of the Council." This example suggests one
reason for the existence of the Committee system that has 
k
noting to do with decreasing the power of the Privy Council - 
Committees undertook tasks that would have wasted the time 
of the Council as a whole.
The enumeration of these Committees does show, 
however, how many important questions were taken out of the 
hands of the Council. This tendency was not much diminished 
by the substitution of the Committee of the whole Council 
for special Committees. If Queen Anne appointed few special 
Committees, she referred numerous subjects to the Committee 
of the whole Council. A further dispute between the Earl 
Marshal and the Lord Chamberlain had to be referred to the
1. P.C. 2/75, 311.
2. Ibid., 216, 224, etc.
3. Ibid., 424.
4. Ibid., 387.
5. B.M. Add. MSS. 34350, 10.
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Committee in 1707-^ On 25 November 1703 a Committee of the
whole Council was ordered to meet "to Examine the proceedings
of Vice Admiral Graydon in his passage to the West Indies
2
and for his Pressing Men there." A "Combination of the 
colliers at Nev/castle to keep up the Price of Coales" was 
a subject of enquiry in 1704 ;^  and in 1710 a Committee 
considered "of proper Expedients for Furnishing the City of 
London with coales, and regulating the coal trade.
Committees of the whole Council considered some of the formal
5
changes made necessary by the Union with Scotland; and
revised the constitution of Queen Anne's Bounty.^
So it appears, from the Register alone, that 
quite an impressive amount of business was referred to 
special Committees and the Committee of the whole Council.
In addition, in their day, the standing Committees virtually 
took certain subjects out of the hands of the Council.
Mr. E.R. Turner concluded^from his study of the standing 
Committees that, after 1660 and "until 1679, at all events, 
a considerable part of the work of the council was done in"
n
them. This judgement retains a good deal of its validity 
for the period after 1679•
1. P.C. 2/81, 356.
2. P.C. 2/79, 462.
3. P.C. 2/80, 124.
4. P.C. 2/83, 24.
5. P.C. 2/81, 313.
6. P.C. 2/84, 197.
T. Turner, Privy Council, II, 263.
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Mr. Turner's description of the way in which 
Committees worked seems to include most of the available 
scraps of evidence.^ Some points may be illustrated, 
however, by the remarks of Edward Southwell. Among the 
Rules of 1628 that Southwell listed as current at the end 
of the century was that which said that Committees were 
summoned by the order of the Lord President or the Secretary. 
One example of the Lord President asking the Secretary to 
send out summonses for a meeting has been quoted already.^ 
Obsolete Rules, according to Southwell, included one that, 
"whoever is sett down to be of a Committee, and is absent 
thrice without alledging such cause as the Committee shall 
allow of, is to be putt out of the Committee by His Majestys 
order, who requires one of the Principal Secretaries to give 
him knowledge of such default. In his 'Mixt Notes',
Southwell gives the further detail that "When any Lord is 
added to a Committee it must be signified in Councill.
He makes tv;o generalizations about referring business from 
the Council. On the one hand, he sa^ ys, "No paper of any 
consequence can be referred with out it be first read. In 
lesser things to save time it is sometimes done.
1. Turner, Privy Council, II, 198-209.
2. B.M. Add: MSS. 3Ü861, 3-
3. see above p. lH-3.
4. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 6.
5. Ibid., 122.
Ibid.
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On the other hand, "No matter relating to the Isles of
Jersey, or the Plantations is ever decided in Councill, till
it he refered to a Committee and there examined and Reported.
Southwell also drew up a table showing how many
Councils and Committees he attended between 30 March 1693
2
and 30 March 1694. The totals under each head were - 
Councils, 49; "Cttee T.", 32; "Appeals", 25; Committee 
for Jersey and Gurnsey, 10; and "Com. Fleet.", 16; (132
meetings in all). The "Com. Fleet" was probably the 
Committee which investigated the "Proceedings of the Streights 
Squadron",  ^ or it may just possibly have been the 
Commissioners of Prize Appeals. "Cttee. T." was presumably 
the Committee for Trade and Plantations ; but "Appeals" 
cannot mean the Committee for Hearing Appeals from the 
Plantations, since that Committee was not constituted until 
1696 so Southwell must either have separated out the 
occasions when appeals were heard from the other meetings of 
the Committee for Trade and Plantations, or he may in this 
case be referring to the Commissioners of Prize Appeals.
An alternative, though less probable, explanation is that 
"Cttee T" should really read "Cttee I", meaning the Committee 
for Irish Affairs, which was reappointed in 1694,  ^ and that
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 125.
2. Ibid., 63.
3. P.C. 2/75, 216.
4. P.C. 2/76, 559.
5. P.C. 2/75, 512.
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“Appeals" therefore indicated the Committee for Trade and
Plantations. Whatever the exact interpretation of the
table, the totals it gives are interesting as an indication
of the comparative frequency of Council and Committee meetings,
(though Southwell, of course, probably did not attend all
of either), and as showing the proportion of time he spent
in the different Committees. Finally, on the subject of
procedure, it may be mentioned that Committees sometimes
made use of the Council Seal.^
One of the practices that enabled Committees to
usurp the functions of the Privy Council was that of a
Committee regarding itself, or turning itself into a meeting
of the Council. Mr. Turner amply proved that this did
happen, and the same tendency has already been noticed in 
2
the Cabinet. An example of the sort of thing that is 
meant may be seen by comparing an entry in Anglesey's Diary 
with the Privy Council Register. On 9 February 1680 
Anglesey says, "The morning spent with the King in Comttee 
and Council about T a n g i e r . I t  appears from the Register 
that on that day Sir Palmes Fairbourne was appointed 
Governor of Tangier, and orders were given for the Ordnance 
to supply stores for the garrison there.^ The business is
entered under the heading, "At the Committee for the Affairs
M  Tangier", and no Council is shown to have met that day.
1. Dabaree, L.W. & Moody, R.E. "The Seal of the Privy
Council" E.H.R. XLIII (1928) 199.
2. see Chapter 2, above, p.^oÇ,
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 18730, 66 v.
4. P.C. 2/68, 382-383.
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It would seem then that this is one of those times when a 
matter was discussed in Committee, and the orders arising 
from it immediately issued by the same group of people 
acting as a Council. This impression is strengthened when 
it is considered that it was unlikely that such a formal 
action as the appointment of a Governor would actually 
have been taken at a Committee, and because the Register 
gives the King's name and no others as present at the 
meeting. Too much cannot be inferred from one instance, but 
it does agree with the general impression that Committees 
often prepared business for the Council, and sometimes 
prevented it from getting to the Council by turning themselves 
into - as it were private or limited - sessions of the Privy 
Council.
An article written in 1923 suggested that, though 
much work had been done on Committees of the Council, "many 
points still remain to be elucidated, both with regard to 
the executive or advisory character of the committees 
themselves and to their relations with the departments of 
state, principally the Secretariate."^ It is unlikely 
that the problem will be completely solved, because enough 
cannot be known about the Committees. It may be said that 
in the main they were advisory not executive, with the
1. Florence, M.G. & Higham, C.S.S. "The Reign of Charles II 
as a field for Research" B.I.H.R. 1 & 2,
(1923/1925), 2, 12.
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partial exception of the Committee for Trade and Plantations, 
which was more independent than any others except the
Committee for Intelligence and the 1689 Committee for Irish
Affairs. As for their relations with other government 
departments, and particularly the Secretary of State, only 
a most detailed investigation from the point of view of that 
office could show exactly how much the Secretary was 
responsible for taking the initiative in Committees and for 
putting their decisions into effect. It may be surmised 
that he had a lot to do with activating Committees, especially 
as the Lord president, who normally presided over them, was 
an officer newly re-established in 1679 and as the office 
was in virtual suspension for the years from 1695 to 1699*
The two Secretaries were among the most confidential advisers 
of the King, and, as has been seen, were always members of 
Council Committees, and among the few active members of them.
Nevertheless, in spite of all that has been said
in favour of the power and independence of Committees, it
would be a mistake to imagine that the Privy Council was 
wholly subject to them. The relationship of the two bodies 
was something like the relationship between "the Committee" 
and the Cabinet in Anne's reign, when the Committee did the 
Gay to day work, but had no authority of its own, and could 
be overruled by the Cabinet. This comparison is a reminder 
of another fact that must have detracted from the importance 
of the Committees in the circumstances of the late seventeenth
155
century, namely, that the sovereign was not generally 
present at them. Committees did not even keep their 
advantage of smallness, once the Committee of the whole 
Council had taken the place of the special and standing 
Committees. The Committee of the whole Council, in fact, 
may he said to have ruined the highly organized Committee 
system that was at its most efficient in the latter part 
of the reign of Charles II. This Chapter has necessarily 
given only a sketch or skeleton of the organization of 
Council Committees. Some more details about their 
activities appear in the three Chapters on the work of the 
Council. In general, however, the conclusion that emerges 
is that Committees were useful auxiliaries of the Council. 
The Privy Council of this period cannot be said to have 
been superceded by its own Committees.
mP A R T  II
TITE PRIVY COUITCIL AT WORK
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CHAPTER
CHARLES II AND JAMES II: 1679-1688
The year 1679 makes a good starting point for a 
survey of the English administration. Almost two decades 
had passed since the upheaval of the Civil Wars, a ni the 
strain of foreign war was not to be applied again until 
after the Revolution. Monmouth's Rebellion was a minor 
challenge to the government's capabilities. But internal 
political pressures affected the country and the administra­
tion on a scale almost comparable to war. Not only was 
the Privy Council reconstituted, but, at the Admiralty,
Pepys' work of reform and consolidation was interrupted by
his dismissal as a suspected Papist and client of the
1 2 Duke of York, and changes were made at the Treasury too.
In the last years of Charles II's reign and under James II
political strains accumulated that were to find, vent only
in the Revolution.^
The Privy Council suffered a greater shock than
any other part of the government, for its constitution as
well as its membership wàs reformed. Anglesey recorded
1- Bryant, A. Samuel Pepys (1933-1938) II, 201, 267.
2. Gill, D.M. T^ The Treasury, 1660-1714" E.H.R. XLVI
(1931), 206.
3. Milne, D.J. "The Results of the Rye House Plot and their
influence upon the Revolution of 1688" T.R.H.S. 5th 
series, I, (1950), 91-104.
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tersely in his Diary on Easter Day, 20 April, "This morning
attended the King at Whitehall he receiving the sacrament
the afternoon being all summoned to council the Privy
Council was dissolved by the King and a new one constituted
1
not to exceed thirty." The limitation of the numbers of
the Council had already been noticed by Sir Robert Southwell,
in his Memorandum on Public Affairs of 19 April, as one of
seven suggested reforms, which he picked out from the many
2
that were being generally canvassed. It was the point that 
received the most emphasis in the Declaration that the Lord 
Chancellor read to the Old Privy Council at its last meeting;^ 
and, in his speech to Parliament, the King said, "I have 
established a new Privy Council, the constant number of which 
shall never exceed thirty. I have made choice of such 
Persons as are worthy and able to advise me; and am resolved, 
in all my weighty and important Affairs, next to the Advice 
of My Great Council in Parliament (which I shall very often 
consult with), to be advised by this Privy Council.
There was justification for the complaint that 
the Council was too large for the speedy and secret dispatch 
of business.^ It is doubtful, though, whether the new model 
Council would have proved itself quicker and safer in the
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 18730, 53 v.
2. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, N.S. 4, Pt.II, xx.
3. P.C. 2/68, 1.
4* L.J. XIII, 530.
5. see Chapter 1, above, p.24
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conduct of affairs, even if the King had kept strictly to 
his undertaking not to increase its size beyond thirty.
Too much importance can be attached to the mere size of the 
Council, as is illustrated by the fact that when it reached 
its greatest number between the reform and the Revolution,
44 in November 1687,^ the average attendance at Council 
was 15 and the total of persons who attended that month 
exactly 30. It was by their departure from the spirit of 
the 1679 reform, rather than by breaking the specific promise 
about the size of the Council, that Charles and James 
contributed to its decline from usefulness and power. The
intention of the reform was negatived by Charles's refusal 
to place more confidence in his’new Council than he had placed 
in the old, and by James's tendency to withdraw his confidence 
entirely from all but a small group of personal advisers. 
Admittedly, it would have been strange indeed if King 
Charles had found himself able to put extra confidence in 
his Council, when Shaftesbury was trying to make it his own 
instrument against the King's interest. But already, 
before the new Council had had any trial, the Committee 
system had been re-established.^
The question of the life of Parliament has been
1- P.C. 2/71, V.
2. see Chapter 7, belov/, p. ^ 2.5 -
3. 22 April 1679. P.C. 2/68, 5.
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used to illustrate the King's failure to trust and use his
1
new Privy Council. The prorogations of May and October,
and the dissolution of July 1679 were made without the
2
advice of the Council. During the Exclusion crisis and
in the last years of Charles's reign the question of
Parliament was too hot to be touched by anyone but the King
and those few persons he most trusted. Even after
Shaftesbury had been removed from the Council his friends
continued to hope that the King would re-call Parliament,
or be forced to do so by their agitation. Sidney wrote
to the Prince of Orange on 10 November, "On Sunday last a
Council was appointed to consider of the ways of pursuing
the plot. Among other things which were thought necessary
the meeting of Parliament was proposed by my Lord of Essex,
but the King said that was not the business of the day, and
so would not let him speak any more of it. Several others
offered at it, but the King would not let it come to a debate
Southwell reported that Essex, Capel, Russell, and Cavendish
might resign from the Council.^
On 10 December, in Anglesey's words, "the King,
against the full advice of his councel declared that fatall
and dismall resolution of prorogueing this parliament till
!• e.g. Turner, Privy Council, II, 13.
2. see Chapter 7, below, p. ^^7,
3* Blencowe, R.W. (ed.) Diary of the Times of Charles II
by the Hon. Henry Sidney %T843l II 182-183.
4* Southwell to Ormond, 18 November 1679, H.M.C. 36, Ormonde,
n.s. 4, Pt.II, 559.
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November 11th. The Lord save England."^ Charles Hatton
reported that Temple had made himself popular by being the
“first who spoke there against the issuing out a proclamation
for the prorogueing the parliament till November; but all
the Lords of the Council, (except the Lord President, Duke
Lauderdale, Marquis of Worcester, and Lord Sunderland, who
were silent and said nothing) declared their opinion against
it. Sir William Temple said the prorogation of the
parliament was a business of that weight that it was very
requisite his Majesty should hear it fully debated at Council
2
before he took any resolution therein." After this set­
back, Shaftesbury's friends decided to leave the Council. 
Among the Vernon Papers is one endorsed "Lord Shaftesbury's 
Advice to Lord Essex, Russell, Cavendish, etc. 30 January 
1679/80." It says that, after his removal from the 
Presidency, Shaftesbury "was in frequent consultation" with 
these three Lords and Mr Powle, "who were almost intirely 
influenced by him", and it goes on to quote a letter from 
him advising them to resign - "Every day may engage you in 
new and illegal proceedings, like that of the Proclamation 
against Petitions. If the Duke of York shall be admitted 
to the Council, as in Scotland, You must either quit upon
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 18730, 63.
2. Thompson, E.M. Correspondence of the Family of Hatton
(1878, C.S. n.sl XXII & XXIIIj I, 211-213. Thave 
modernised the spelling of this letter, cf. Southwell's 
comment, H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt.II, 567.
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that, wch is a less score, or continue his fellow 
co un ce l l o r s. In  fear of the Duke of York's return to 
power, and in despair of Parliament sitting again, 
Shaftesbury's four followers left the Council.
A year later the Marquis of Salisbury also resigned
when another attempt to prevent the King proroguing
2
Parliament failed, and a few days later Sunderland, Essex 
and Temple were struck off the Council list.  ^ These 
impassioned debates about Parliament contrast sharply with 
the reasoned discussion of whether or not to prorogue in 
May 1693, as it is recorded in Edward Southwell's "Questiones 
in Consilio Ag it at a" W h e re as  in 1679 and 1680 the question 
was one of vital political importance, in 1693 it happened 
to be only a matter of convenience. This contrast brings 
out well the position of the Council. In I68O it seemed 
that the reform had failed of its purpose. Policy-making 
had not been restored to the Privy Council. But the 
administrative work of the Council could in fact continue as 
before, neither increased nor diminished by the reform and 
its failure. In the reconstitution of the Council none 
of its Clerks had been displaced, and the Office was untouched
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 40781, ' 188.
2. Turner, Privy Council, II, 16.
3. P.C. P/'Sg, 16.
4. B.M. Add. MSS. 34350, 4.
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In fairness, however, another series of incidents
must he mentioned, that also tend to show that the Council
was losing independence of action after 1679. Anglesey, like
Shaftesbury, tried to use the Council for his own purposes,
against the known wishes of the King. He had made a nuisance
of himself in 1680, when he first refused for a time to put
the Privy Seal to the revocation of the grant of the office
of Master of the Mint to Henry Slingsby,^ and then tried to
prevent Charles Bertie from going as an Envoy to Germany.
At a Council on 6 October, with 13 members present including
2
Prince Rupert and the Lord Chancellor and Lord President,
but without the King, who was at Newmarket; "an unreasonable
bond"^ was demanded of Bertie for payment of a debt
adjudged by the Court of Exchequer. Jenkins wrote to
Godolphin that, "Mr Bertie was no sooner gone out of the
Council Chamber, but he declared he desired to be excused
from going this voyage. Anglesey, apparently, had taken
the lead in passing a resolution that the King be moved not
to send B e r t i e A  year later, with the King once more 
1^  Baxterj S.B. The Development of the Treasury, 1660-1702
2. P.C. 2/69,*116.
.3. Baxter, S.B. op.cit., 64.
4. Cal. S.P. Dom., I68O-I68I, 53.
5. Baxter, S.B. op.cit., 64. cf. Temperley, H.W.V. "Inner
and Outer Cabinet and Privy Council, 1679-1783" E.H.R.
XXVII, (1912), 685; and "Documents Illustrative of the
Powers of the Privy Council in the seventeenth century". 
E.H.R. XXVIII, (1913), 130. In the first of these 
articles Professor Temperley claims that this incident 
shows "That the privy council remained something of a 
check on the king, even after the disgrace of Shaftesbury".
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absent, Anglesey tried his obstructive tactics again, this
time attempting to have a paper returned to Shaftesbury that
had previously been ordered to be kept from him.^ Jenkins
reported to Conway that "We had today at Council an experiment
(we had such another this time twelvemonth) how necessary
it is that some of my lords that His Majesty principally
relies on should be always present, where there is a Council-
sitting ... . The Lord Privy Seal was for restoring the
papers, but I opposed this, that so deliberate and important
an Act of Council as that was, the Lord Chancellor, the Lord
President and Lords Halifax and Hyde being present at the
passing of it, might not be reversed at a Council that
consisted but of a bare Quorum, none of those Lords being
present, but, if so solemn an Act must be reversed, it should
be done in the King's presence and with his advice. It was
at last ordered that Lord Shaftesbury should have a copy 
2
attested." Conway replied that the King "will be your 
second and avenge your quarrel, when he comes to London.
Again, in 1682, Anglesey took advantage of Charles 
being at Newmarket to get an Order passed that did not accord 
with the King's known wishes: Conway wrote to Jenkins on
1. , S B. op. ÜJLT ,
2. Cal. S.P. Dom., 1680-1681, 493.
3. Ibid., 497.
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17 March, "His Majesty is very ill satisfied with the Lord
Privy Seal and the Order of Council about the Dissenters at
Bristol, the same business having been brought before His
Majesty in Council and rejected, and for his Lordship to
take advantage of a thin house is a little too parliamentary.
His Majesty commands that against next Council day you should
acquaint the Lord Chancellor and Lords Halifax and Hyde with
it, as also the Lord President, if he will be there, and
such others as you think fit, and, having Sheriff Knight
before you, who will give you a very good account of the
proceedings at Bristol, revoke the orders of the last Council
day. in the matter.
On 31 March Anglesey once more attempted to lead
the Council in a direction which it was thought would not
please the King. Danby had sent in a petition that he
might leave the Tower under escort to visit his wife, who
2
was very seriously ill after an accident. Anglesey and 
five others met in Council to consider the petition.^ The 
Solicitor General advised them that the petition should not 
be granted, but "My Lord Privy Seal spoke much in the matter, 
and how reasonable it was to be granted, but the Lords came 
to no resolution, appointing to meet again next day, when
1. Cal. S.P. Dom., 1682, 129, and cf. ibid., 132.
2. Browning, A. Thomas Osborne, Earl of D ^ y  and Duke of
Leeds, 1632-1712 (1951, Glasgow) T] 35vl B.M. Egerton
M S S . 3334, Leeds Papers XI, Bundle 2.
3. P.C. 2/69, 483.
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they received an account from my Lord Chancellor, who was
indisposed, (as my Lord President was also) that he had
received a letter from Newmarket, signifying that the King
referred this matter to the Councill, but that nothing was
to be done in it, except he, the Lord President, and the
Earl of Halifax were present. Mem: There was nothing done .
further in the m a t t e r . I n  another account of the affair,
the Earl of Longford wrote that Danby had appealed to the
King as well as to the Council, but the King had sent his
petition "to the Council, my Lord Chancellor, my Lord
President and my Lord Halifax being present, which is taken
to be the first precedent of that kind for making a Quorum
of the Council; and there happening to be but just of the
Council a sufficient number to make a Council whereof my
Lord Bishop of London was one, it happened so unfortunately
for my Lord Danby that my Lord Bishop fell suddenly ill and
was forced to withdraw from Council, and by this accident the
2
Council rose without any resolution." Although, on this 
occasion, Anglesey had not in fact gone quite against the 
King's wishes, it was not surprising, in view of his previous 
conduct, that the King found it convenient upon a quarrel 
between Anglesey and Ormonde about a book of Anglesey's
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 51.
2. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 6, 375.
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considered to reflect on the memory of King Charles I,^ to
2
dismiss him from the office of Lord Privy Seal.
It is not certain to what extent the King was 
genuinely interested in reform in 1679. On the one hand, 
the facts that there had been a reform of the Committee 
system in 1668; that the alteration in the Council co-incided 
with changes elsewhere ; and that there was a plan to follow 
up the reform of the English Privy Council by reducing the 
numbers of the Irish Privy Council to 30 likewise all 
suggest that a real reform was intended. On the other hand, 
Charles's attitude towards his new Council; the fact that 
he took Shaftesbury and other prominent opponents into it; 
and the immediate resurrection of the Committee for Foreign 
Affairs under the name of the Committee for Intelligence - 
go to suggest that the King was cynical about reform and only 
interested in the political capital to be made out of it. 
Macaulay stressed the constitutional significance of the
1. B.L. Carte MSS. 47, for the documentation of the dispute,
which was heard in Council. It was in answer to 
Anglesey's "Libell" that Sir Robert Southwell ui^dertook 
to v/rite a Life of Ormonde, which was afterwards used by 
Carte. Ibid., 40, 482.
2. As early as July 1682 Ormonde wrote that "it is resolved
that my Lord Privy Seal shall be eased of his Attendance 
and Imployments and nothing keeps him so long but a
competition for his place." B.L. Carte MSS. 50, 283.
3. The King's intention to reform the Irish Privy Council was
announced in the Council in England on 21 May 1679, P.C.
2/68, 51. James II appointed a Lord President of the 
Irish Council in 1686; Singer, S.W. The Correspondence 
of ... Clarendon and ... Rochester; with the Diary of 
Lord Clarendon, lô87-169CTll82#) I, 417; and cf. Ellis
G.A. The Ellis Correspondence (1829) I, 66.
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reform.^ It seems on the whole, though, that Turner was 
right to conclude that "the change must be regarded as a
2
political expedient more than a constitutional measure."
As such, the effect of its failure in the administrative 
sphere was likely to be small.^
The abolition of the Committee for Foreign Affairs 
might at first sight have been expected to produce some 
increase in the amount of foreign business coming before the 
Council, but in fact this did not happen. It can hardly 
be too much emphasised that foreign affairs were the personal 
concern of the King: he was assisted by the Secretaries of
State, who were in the position of officials dealing with 
foreign business according to the King's orders, not great 
officers of state themselves shaping a national policy and 
putting it into effect. For advice the King could use 
whatever best suited his turn - his favourites, his Cabinet, 
his Committees for Foreign.Affairs or Intelligence, or his 
Privy Council. It is often said that the Privy Council's 
work was becoming more and more formal, and that it was 
used only to give formal approval to policies matured 
e l s e w h e r e T h i s  seems particularly apparent in the sphere
1. Macaulay, T.B. Works (ed. Igll) IX, Essays and
Biographies, III, "Sir William Temple", 62-75.
2. Turner, Privy Council, II, 2.
3. Baxter. S.B. The Development of the Treasury, 1660-1702
(1957) 66-67 and passim, seems to me rather to exagger­
ate the importance of the reform, and therefore the 
effect of its failure.
4‘ e.g. Turner, Privy Council, II, 74, on the post-1679
Council, "its work was confined to formal approbation 
or registering of state decisions that had been made 
elsev\/here. "
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of foreign affairs, where the Council might he asked to 
ratify a treaty, hut had nothing to do with the planning or 
framing of it. It may he worth enquiring, firstly, what 
reason there was for seeking a merely formal approval from 
the Privy Council, and, secondly, whether the Council*s 
grip on affairs was quite so loose as this theory suggests - 
at any rate in the period up to the Revolution.
Even if approval hy the Council was no more than
a formality, there was reason for seeking it. Its consent
gave an air of constitutional respectability to royal
decisions. Parliamentary criticism in 1678 and 1679 had
heen directed at the King's secret advisers with whom he
consulted or was said to consult to the exclusion of his
lav/ful Council.^ After such criticism the reform of the
Council was a logical hid hy the King for Parliamentary
confidence. It must he admitted that the Council was a
good place for the King to mobilize support for his policies
in. Most Councillors were likely to he loyalists, eager to
support any plan that had heen shared with them, and critics
could he turned out if their criticism seemed uneonstruetive
to the King. Temple's emphasis on the material wealth of
the new Privy Council as its most important asset from the
icing's point of view was misguided, hut the Council did
!• Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England (1938} 
105. see also Chapter 1, above, p. lu 
It casts doubt on his authorship of the acheme.
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possess a real wealth of influence, including as it did 
all the holders of great offices of state, and many of those 
whose territorial possessions gave them pre-eminence in the 
provinces. So long as the Council was behind the King, 
and was not unusually exclusive, he knew he could command 
the support of an important section of the nation. James II 
was therefore doubly foolish, in allowing his effective 
Council to become a clique, and in failing to carry the most 
influential of his Councillors with him into his schemes, 
at the same time as he attacked the great men in their local 
spheres of influence by throwing them out of their Lord 
Lieutenancies. The support of the Privy Council was worth 
having, and could not always be had for the asking, therefore 
its formal approval of a thing was more than a rubber stamp.
The second question, whether the Council took an 
active part in great affairs should be answered by reference 
to its work as a whole. In so far as foreign affairs alone 
are concerned, the Council's influence was almost non-existent. 
Sir William Anson contrasted the effective Council meeting 
of 1662 concerning the sale of Dunkirk, with Cholmondeley's 
unsuccessful attempt in 1713 to introduce a discussion of the 
Peace Treaties at a meeting called only to register them.^
The contrast was valid long before the reign of Anne: for
!• Anson, Vi/.R. The Law and Custom of the Constitution 
(1896) II, 109-110.
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instance, the evacuation of Tangier in 1683 was decided on
by the King personally after unsuccessful attempts to sell
it to Prance and Portugal, and the orders for its abandonment
were sent with the greatest possible secrecy.^ The Council's
only action was to order that the Secretary of the Tangier
Commissioners should hand over "all the Books and Papers
relating to Tangier to William Blathwayt Esq. together with
the keys of the rooms in the Stone Gallery appointed for
2
keeping the same." The basis of Charles IP's relationship
with Louis XIV was of course a secret from the Council.
Such part as the Council had in foreign affairs
was of very minor importance. Por example, on 7 May 1679
the Committee of Intelligence, with the advice of the Master
of Ceremonies, was ordered to draw up rules for the procedure
to be followed by foreign ministers who wished to see the
King; and these were issued in an Order on 12 May.^ In
March 1680 an order was sent from the Council Office to the
Keeper of the Marshalsea to release a friend of the Spanish
Ambassador;^ and in January 1682 the Attorney General was
ordered to obtain the release on bail of a Dutchman, on
whose behalf the Dutch Ambassador had spoken, "His Majesty
Ogg, D. England in the Reign of Charles II (1955 
Oxford) IÎ; 659.
2. P.C. 2/70, 77.
3. P.C. 2/68, 25; 29. cf Register of the Committee of
Intelligence, B.M. Add. MSS. 15643, 8.
4. P.C. 2/68, 458.
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in Council being satisfied by the said Memo, that the 
said Scherlin being a stranger and not speaking English 
was not likely to be guilty of any such Crimes as he stands 
charged w i t h . T h e r e  were other similar cases of 
diplomatic courtesies being honoured. In Play 1686 
James II went almost too far in politeness by ordering the 
book by the Huguenot, Claude, which the French Ambassador 
claimed contained "several falsities and scandalous 
reflections upon the most Christian King", to be burnt 
by the common hangman.^
The actions of the Council were helpful to the 
conduct of diplomatic relations, but of no significance 
in the sphere of national foreign policy. Another minor 
function it still performed was to issue passes to persons 
wishing to travel ëDroad,^ though this work was in the
5
process of being taken over by the Secretaries of State: 
early in 1679 the Council was still ordering the Secretaries 
to issue passes to particular persons, but after the 
adoption of the Attorney General's Report on Rules to be
1. P.C. 2/69, 441.
2. e.g. P.C. 2/69, 180; 2/70, 59, 258; 2/71, 22].
3. P.C. 2/71, 263. It is on this occasion that James is
supposed to have said that Kings must stand together. 
Hay, M.V. The Enigma of James II (1938) 188, ar^es
that the book contained stories of atrocities committed 
during the Dragonnardes and had been widely circulated 
by the Whigs for propaganda purposes.
4. e.g. Sir John Nicholas's son, P.C. 2/69, 12, 638.
5. Lists of the persons who received passes each year are
printed in the Cal. S.P. Dom.
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observed in issuing passes,^ the Council almost ceased to
concern itself v/ith the matter. Significantly, the only
occasions on which the Council took any initiative about
foreign affairs both concerned trade. Two commissions of
Privy Councillors were appointed to negotiate treaties
with Prance about the Leeward Islands, and with the Butch 
2
about Africa. A projected treaty with Sweden was referred
from the Committee of Intelligence to the Committee of Trade
and Plantations in June 1679,  ^but in May 1681 it is
recorded that the conduct of the treaty of commerce with
Sweden was to be put into the hands of Mr Secretary Conway.
In the sphere of national finance the Council had
as little control as in foreign affairs. Parliament was,
in Charles's reign, increasingly exerting its authority
over the raising of revenue, and the Treasury was taking
5over the management of its expenditure. The Treasury had 
drafted an Order that afterwards passed the Council as early 
as 1668^. James II's reign began with Proclamations for 
the continuance of the Customs and for continued payment of
the Excise for three years. This consiliar action would
1. P.C. 2/68, 51.
2. Ibid., 115, 187.
3. Ibid., 140.
4. P.C. 2/69, 293.
5. Gill, D.M. "The Treasury, 1660-1714" E.H.R. XLVI, (1931),
620, puts the crucial date in the development of the
Treasury at 1667 or 1672. Baxter, S.B. The Development 
c of the Treasury, 1660-1702 (1957), 66, suggests 1676.
0. Gill, D.M. on. cit.. 604.
'. P.O. 2/71, 8, 12.
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have been taken ill by a factious Parliament,^ but James's
2
Parliament was notably loyalist. There was a serious 
practical justification for the action, as well as rather 
specious legal backing. Sir John Bramston details the 
arguments at length, distinguishing between the Customs 
and Excise: as to the former, "it was not possible for him
to subsist and maintains the government without them; and ... 
the merchants were desirious they should be payd, for, had 
there been a free port but for one month our owne men and 
forreigners would have poured in such quantities of all 
sorts of commodities that the whole trade would have been 
spoiled for some years. All the kings since they were 
first payd have taken them before any grant was by Parliament 
to them"; but, as for the Excise, it was "a new thing in 
England, layd first by the rebellious Long Parliament", and 
the judges were divided in opinion, only deciding by eight 
to four that since the three-year farm had been arranged 
a few days before King Charles's death it should be enforced.^ 
In the long view, Parliament's control over the revenue was 
not lessened by this single assertion of consiliar power.
Ogg, D. England in the Reigns of James II and William III 
T1955, Oxford) 141, remarks that these Proclamations were 
"less reassuring" than James's accession speech to the 
Privy Council and the early appointments of the reign.
2. Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England,
Vol.IV (1938) 99.
3. Bramston, J. The Autobiography of Sir John Bramston, E.B.
(1845, O.S. “3?) 2Ô0-201.
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William Ill's European commitments were to bind him decisively
to the principle of Parliamentary supply.
The items of business concerning the Treasury
that do appear in the Privy Council Register only emphasise
the abdication of the Council from any attempt to control
expenditure, or even to share control, as it had done earlier
in Charles's reign, when, for instance, in 1667 a Committee
of the Council considered retrenchment, or when in 1669 the
question of the coinage was referred to the Council "as
being a matter of too great importance to be decided here
in the T r e a s u r y . A f t e r  1679 there are only a few Orders
2
in Council for the payment of small sums of money. Titus 
Oates's varying fortunes are reflected in Council orders 
to the Treasury about payments to him.^ In 1686 an 
allowance was ordered to be made to Richard Johnson, Keeper 
of His Majesty's Robes Chamber, for the time the Council 
sat there.^ Bills presented by the Lieutenant Governor 
of the Tower were always endorsed in Council before passing 
to the Treasury for payment.^  Petitions for payments were 
several times referred to the Treasury for action,^ and the 
Council authorised the Treasury to pass Privy Seals on
1. Gill, D.M. op.cit., 604, n.2, quoting the Treasury
Minute Book.
2. e.g. P.C. 2/70, 108, 282; 2/71, 37, 253, 268.
3. P.C. 2/68, 75, 261, 324; 2/69, 26, 270.
4. P.C. 2/71, 327.
5. P.C. 2/68, 397, etc.
6. P.C. 2/68, 117, 284; 2/69, 470; 2/70, 101.
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various occasions; for the payment of troops sent to
Scotland in June 1679, to enable the judges to reward
prosecutors of Papists out of the defendants' estates, to
defray the cost of repairing Castle Elizabeth in November
1681.^ None of this entrenched upon the sphere of high
finance. Year by year the Privy Councillors attended the
Pix of the Mint, a ceremony which had nothing to do with
the realities of the government's struggle to pay its way
2
in the later seventeenth century.
So much has been said to make clear the limitations 
of the Council's power, as it is not intended to exaggerate 
either its efficiency or its share of governmental activity. 
It is true that the Council had declined in importance and 
was still declining, for it was losing ground in policy­
making to the Cabinet and in executive action to the 
developing departments of state, as the examples of foreign 
and financial affairs shov/. Nevertheless, under Charles II 
and James II the Council still had its part to play in 
great affairs, as the constitutional adviser to the crown, 
and as the natural centre of the small and closely inter­
related administrative machine. Y/liile departments of state
1. P.O. 2/68, 117, 329; 2/69, 401.
2. P.C. 2/68, 94, etc.
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were indeed arising, the persons v/ho directed them v/ere not 
yet sharply divided into their separate expert types.
Pepys might be a modern type of civil servant at the 
Admiralty, but he managed the Treasurership of Tangier on 
the side. The Clerks of the Council are especially good 
examples of the Whitehall s t r u c t u r e W i t h  only partial 
specialization at the secretarial level, where it might be 
expected to be found first, it is not surprising that there 
was room for non-specialists in the highest offices and for 
a central council to channel administrative affairs into 
their proper courses and to deal with much governmental 
work on its own account.
Committees highlight the administrative interests 
of the Council. The names of its standing Committees show 
clearly the Council's special responsibility for the outlying 
dominions of the Crown. That there was no Committee for 
Scottish affairs is perhaps not surprising under the Stuarts. 
Even so, it was to the English Privy Council that the King 
turned upon news of the Scottish rebellion of 1679.
Anglesey records on 9 June, "the morning and afternoon spent 
at Councel ill newes being come after dinner from Scotland."
1. see Chapter 9, below.
2. B.M. Add. MSS, 18730, 56, cf. Southwell to Ormond,
10 June 1679, H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, 522.
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The Privy Council Register contains the orders to the Duke
of Monmouth to raise forces for the suppression of the
rebellion; the instructions to be sent by Secretary
Coventry to the Duke of Ormonde about sending soldiers from
Ireland; an order to the Admiralty to provide troop
transports; a letter to the Lord Lieutenant of Northumberland
for a Deputy Lieutenant and 500 Militia to guard Berwick;
and an authorization for the Treasury to pass a Privy Seal
for a month's pay for the men going to fight the rebels.^
Thus the efforts of the various departments were directed
and co-ordinated by the Council. On 17 June Sir Robert
Southwell was able to report hopefully on Scotland, and on
28th he gave the news of Monmouth's victory and said that
he had requested another regiment of horse, "but the Council
2
Board thinks that needless." Anglesey considered that, 
in the Council meeting on 16 June, "all but I were mealy 
mouthed in Duke Lauderdale's concerne",  ^but Robert Yard 
reported to Vi/illiamson that, "his Grace has heard very hard 
things said of him and his conduct in the Privy Council. 
However that may be, the Council evidently did not get the 
chance to take a continuing interest in Scottish affairs.
1. P.C. 2/68, 104, 107, 111, 112, 117, 124.
2. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, 524, 527.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 18730, 56.
4. Cal. S.P. Dom., 1679-1680, 169.
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once the rebellion had been put down.
Ireland, like Scotland, had its own Privy Council,
but its relations with the English government were closer
than Scotland's and more complicated. The Secretary of
State was often the channel by which directions and
information passed to and from the English and Irish
governments; but at times the English Treasury seemed to
1
engross Irish business. An example of the indefiniteness
and informality of the English government's machinery for
dealing with Ireland may be seen in a letter of Clarendon,
Lord Lieutenant in 1686, which says "I hope care is taken
that I shall be served with the order in council for the
sending over Mr Muschamp ; I know it lies upon my
Lord Atdglasse to do it, but possibly he may think, since
I was then myself at the Council Board, that I should take
notice of it without any further service; and, therefore ...
I desire you will command one of the Clerks to send me a
2
copy of that order." The Privy Council reviewed Bills 
intended to be introduced in the Irish Parliament which were 
drafted and sent over by the Irish Privy Council.^ Special
1. Baxter, S.B. The Development of the Treasury, 1660-1702
(1957) 15, and passim.
2. Singer, S.W. The Correspondence of ... Clarendon and
Rochester ( 1828) T, 205 .
3. Poyning's Act, 1495, had said that "the king's Lieutenant
and Council there first certify the King ... all such 
Acts as them seemeth should pass in the same Parliament." 
of. Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England 
(1938) 385-386.  -^----- -^---
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Committees were generally appointed to examine each batch
of Irish Bills,^ but a standing Committee for Irish Affairs
was appointed in 1679, whose commission was "to consider of
all matters that shall be referred unto them by this Board,
and to make report thereof from time to time unto this 
2
Board." Irish Establishments were also inspected by 
the Council,^ and in 1680 the Committee of Intelligence 
brought in a report about the retrenchment of salaries in 
Ireland.^ Various orders were passed in Council concerning 
Ireland,in addition to what was done by the Committees, 
so it seems that Irish business was by no means monopolised 
by the Secretaries of State or the Treasury.
The Channel Islands had a peculiar position in the 
constitution: "they belonged to the Crown, they formed no
part of the r e a l m . A s  a result, "No Act of Parliament 
can reach us, wherein we are not particularly named", as 
the seventeenth century historian of Jersey declared,and 
the practice was for Acts of Parliament to be registered
o
in the Islands only by virtue of an Order in Council.
The Islands valued their privileges, especially their
1. e.g. P.O. 2/67, 21.
2. P.C. 2/68, 6.
3. e.g. P.C. 2/69, 645.
4. P.C. 2/69, 70.
5. e.g. P.C. 2/69, 214; 2/70, 222; 2/71, 290.
le Quesne, C. A Constitutional History of Jersey 
(1856), 98. ---------
7. Palle, P. An Account of the Island of Jersey (1694), 107.
8. le Quesne, Cl op. citTl 98, 388.
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independent judicature - "the great and funde.mental Priviledge
of our Islands: namely, that they have within them the power
of chusing their own Judges, and hy them to judge and
determine all Causes and matters arising here, independently
from any other Jurisdiction whatsoever, but from the King
only assisted by his Most Honourable Privy Counci11, and
in case of Appeals onely; which appeals is not admitted in
Crimminal Causes, nor of Correction, nor in Interlocutions,
nor in those possessory causes which Civilians call Interdicta,
nor in matters hereditary under the yearly-value of five
livres tournois, nor for moveable goods under three hundred
livres tournois ... And lastly that Appeales made to his
Majestie and Counsell are to be determined not according to
the laws of England, but these Isles ... The Article of High
Treason excepted from the Cognizance of the Jurats ... hath
scarce afforded an Example in the practice of 500 years
after, the late Rebellion excepted ... and I hope it will
never be knowne further then in speculation in time to come.
In spite of the limitations on appeals, almost all the
meetings of the Committee for Jersey and Gurnsey recorded in
2
the Privy Council Registers were concerned with litigation.
1. B.M. Harleian MSS. 5417,22-23; a MSS book entitled
"Caesarea pr a discourse of the Island of Jersey" 
(1682). This copy was probably presented to the Duke 
of York.
2. Palle P. An Account of Jersey (ed. 1837) 150,
"Nothing has been represented more to our disadvantage 
and has done us greater harm, than the frequency of 
these appeals and Doleances."
181
The privileges of the Island of Jersey were
confirmed anew in 1679, originally by an Order of Council
on 21 May,^ but, after Sir John Lanier the Governor of the
Island had petitioned for a reconsideration of the grant
and it had been discussed at several meetings of the Committee
for Jersey and Gurnsey, finally in a slightly modified Order
2
issued on 17 December. In this second version, for 
instance, the conditions for registering Acts of Parliament 
were made more strict than they had been at first, and the 
soldiers of the garrison were partially exempted from the 
jurisdiction of the Bailiff and Jurats.^ The Council also 
had occasion to make Orders affepting trade with the Islands. 
Under the Navigation Acts, Channel Island boats were not 
regarded as English and so were forbidden to trade with the 
plantations, but goods imported into the Islands avoided 
English duties and might then be smuggled into England.
The Council issued several "sets of rules for shipping going 
to the Channel Islands.^ Jersey and Gurnsey were part of 
the chain for transporting wool to Prance - a problem 
beyond the power of seventeenth century administration to 
control, in spite of repeated efforts, and exhortations like
1. P.C. 2/68, 43.
2. P.C. 2/68, 320.
3. le Quesne, C. op. cit., 388-394.
4. Balleine, G.E. A History of the Island of Jersey (1950)
225, 231.
5. P.C. 2/70, 135 etc.
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that contained in a letter from the Council to the Governors
of Jersey and Gurnsey in June 1688.^
The plantations were also the particular concern
of the Privy Council, and Blathwayt, a Clerk of the Council,
2
was secretary to the Lords of Trade. It has been said 
that during the twenty years from their re-appointment in 
1675, they conducted their business with "eminent success",  ^
and two historians of the British colonial administration 
conclude that the "record of its activities gives a most 
favourable impression of the Council as a governing body, 
anxious to help, willing to take advice, free from 
preconceptions.""^ One aspect of colonial policy is interesting 
from the point of view of English affairs, namely the 
government's interference with colonial charters. As early 
as November 1679 a threat of quo warranto appears, in a 
dispute between the Bermuda Company and Planters, when it 
was decreed that the Company's charter should "be left to 
a tryall at Law" if it refused to submit to the arbitration 
of the Committee of Trade and Plantations. Proceedings 
by quo warranto were in fact begun in January 1680 at the
1. P.C. 2/72, 688.
2. P.C. 2/68, 6, 26.
3. Andrews, C.M. British Committees, Commissions and Councils
of Trade and Plantations, 1622-1575 (19QBV Baltimore,
The Johns Hopkins Press), 113.
4. Grant, W.L. & Munroe, J. Acts of the Privy Council of
England : Colonial series I, xi.
5- PTcT 2/68, 279.
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instance of the Coinmittee A more famous case was that
of Massachusetts, the Attorney General being ordered in
Council to bring a quo warranto against its charter on 
2
13 June 1683. This attack and others that followed may 
well have been results of the increasing influence of the 
Duke of York. They seem to have been part of a conscious 
assertion of central control over the colonies - Professor 
Dickerson puts it that "for the first time a serious attempt 
had been made to carry out a definite plan of administration 
in the colonies. The parallel -with the government's
activities at home is interesting, but not exact.
In contrast to the largely successful colonial 
administration of this period stood the unfortunate enter­
prise of Tangier, also subject to a Committee of the Privy 
Council. At various meetings the Council made orders for 
the payment of soldiers going to Tangier; for stores to 
be sent out to the garrison; and for coals and necessary
5
provisions to be shipped there duty-free. The Admiralty 
received instructions about the transport and victualling 
of troops being taken to or brought from Tangier,^ and a 
Declaration was made in Council on 3 July 1679 about
1. P.C. 2/68, 358.
2. P.O. 2/70, 1.
3» cf. Rich, E.E. "The first Earl of Shaftesbury's Colonial 
Policy" T.R.H.S., 5th series, no.7, (1957) 70.
4. Dickerson, O.M. American Colonial Government, 1696-1765
(1912, Cleveland, Ohio) 19-20.
5. P.C. 2/68, 157, 414, 137.
0. Ibid., 262.
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recruiting the garrison every three years.^ The failures
at Tangier should not be counted too heavily against the
administrative efficiency of the Council and Committee,
because the possession of the place had been beset with
difficulties from the start, especially shortage of money,
and increasingly became impossible as the Moors put more and
• 4- 2more pressure upon it.
Economic affairs went closely with colonial, as 
the title of the Committee for Trade and Plantations indicates. 
The Council was the administrator of economic policy under 
Charles II and James II. In contrast with the earlier 
seventeenth century, statutes rather than Proclamations were 
now the legal framework upon which economic policies were 
built,^ with the Navigation Act of 1660 as the cornerstone 
of the structure. Proclamations, hovmver, still supplemented 
or modified statuiES, and dispensations from the provisions 
of the Navigation Acts were often issued in Council. Between 
1679 and 1685, Proclamations were issued for putting the 
laws in execution against the importation of prohibited goods; 
about prizing wine; ordering ships not to sail without 
their convoys; prohibiting the export of iron ordnance ;
about the trading rights of the East India Company, and the
^  P^C. 2/68, 162. Duty at Tangier was so unpopular that it
was sometimes necessary to enlist men on the understanding 
that they were to serve at Portsmouth and then transfer 
them to Tangier. Ogg.D. England in the Reign of Charles II 
(1955, Oxford) II, 658.
' Routh, E.M.G. Tangier, England's Lost Atlantic Outpost, 
1661-1684 (19127 6, II5I 238I 
Hoidsworth, W.S. A History of English Law (1931-1932) VI,
3 0 3 , 305- 3 0 9 . -----------
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Company of Merchant Adventurers; concerning the Excise; to
preserve the neutrality of His Majesty's ports; to prohibit
the import of foreign playing cards ; and about the Hearth 
1
Money. James issued Proclamations against interlopers
in the East India and Royal African Companies' trading
preserves; against the import of painted earthenware; on
behalf of the New River Company; about the Assurance Office
in London, (this was stopped ten days later); about pedlars;
forbidding the export of frames for knitting stockings; for
encouraging the manufacture of white paper; to prevent the
transportation of wool; for putting in execution the Act
for improving tillage ; against importing foreign buttons ;
restraining the number of hackney coaches; for priceing
Canary wine; to protect the patentees of the Royal Oak
Lottery; for suppressing piracy in America; and to
2
regulate the trade of Hudson Bay. This summary of the 
economic Proclamations of the period shows clearly their 
administrative nature. They consisted of detailed amendments 
to existing statutes and exhortations to put the law into 
effect.
The efficiency of Proclamations is said to have
1. P.O. 2/68, 360, 365; 2/69, 308, 394, 402; 2/70, 2, 6,
129, 246 (two).
2. P.O. 2/71, 55, 57, 206, 208, 257 (& 271), 265, 327;
2/72, 449, 473, (& 648, 725), 523, 531, (& 574), 537, 
551, 558, 577, 641.
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been weakened by "the non-existence of any special tribunal 
to enforce them", since the abolition of Star Chamber.^
In practice a more serious weakness was the government's 
lack of effective local control, which was an inherent 
limitation of seventeenth century administration and applied 
as much to statutory law as to Proclamations; although 
theoretically the former could be enforced by the courts.
and the latter had only the weight of royal authority to
3
2
support them. The problem of wool smuggling is a good
illustration of this point in the economic sphere. Statutes' 
and Proclamations alike were powerless to prevent the 
practice of smuggling because there were not enough local 
officials to enforce them. Customs officers and magistrates 
were too few and were often in sympathy with the law-breakers. 
The indefatigable enemy of the smugglers, the clothier 
William Carter, wrote of the beginning of his activities that, 
"it was judged by most, that there was as much, if not more, 
need of the due execution of those laws that are in force, 
than there was for making any new Act. He therefore, 
upon promise of support from fellow merchants, had taken it
1. Steele, R. Tudor and Stuart Proclamations 1485-1714
(1910, Oxford) I, cvii.
2. The courts could punish actions that constituted a
nuisance.
3. e.g. the Act of 1675 that made exporting wool a felony.
4' Carter, W. A Brief Advertisement to the Merchant and
Clothier (1672), 2.
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upon himself to bring actions against the owlers in Kent, 
and had obtained from the King in Council a troop of horse 
to help him, and later had a fast-sailing vessel to work 
with him.^ His varying success and his many adventures 
are set out in his numerous pamphlets, of which the following 
is a fair sample: "In the year I684 I was again importun'd
by divers Eminent Merchants, Factors and Clothiers, to 
proceed in that Service; and the' those great Oppositions 
I met with, were a sufficient disc ouragme nt, yet I proceeded, 
and by my Care, a considerable Check was given to these evils, 
in causing near 300 bags of wool to be Seized and Condemned, 
and much more cast over-board into the Sea, and 20 French 
Vassals, besides some English, to be also Taken and Condemned., 
afterwards, continuing to prosecute some of the Exporters,
I was Assaulted in my lodgings at Rumney and Lidd, Two 
several nights, one after another, and some of my Men 
dangerously V/ounded; and the day following, going to Rye, 
was pursued by above One Hundred Horsemen, and was forced 
to leave my Horses on the Sea-side, where One was killed, 
and the rest taken, and my Self and Men narrowly Escaping." 
Effective enforcement by royal officials in the localities, 
rather than attempts at enforcement by interested parties
V-C-K.Eent, III, 353.
2. Carter, vV. The Usurpations of France upon the Trade of 
the Woollen Manufacture of England (1695) 23.
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like William Carter, was what was lacking to make both 
statutes and Proclamations operative. Consiliar juris­
diction of the Star Chamber type would not have solved the 
problem alone.
The Council's concern for the problem of wool 
smuggling did not end with the issue of Proclamations.
On 21 November 1683 the Attorney General was ordered to 
prosecute a transporter of wool, upon the information sent 
up by two Dorset J.P.'s.^ In February 1685 a petition from 
William Carter, "setting forth ... the great Obstruction 
and Di s cour agme nt he has met with .. from one V/illiam Eaton 
of Dover, being himself a Transporter of Wool, by arresting 
and imprisoning not only the Petitioners servant on a 
feigned Action, but also Capt. Knight Commander of a Vessal 
with some of his men employed in this service," was read, 
and the matter referred to the Commissioners of Customs to 
deal with. Sunderland, Lord President and Secretary of 
State, was ordered to intervene on behalf of Peter Tookey, 
one of those employed in preventing the transportation of 
wool, who was being kept prisoner in France.  ^ On 27 April 
1688 the Customs submitted that "they have attained to a 
considerable discovery of the Practice of transporting wool.
1- .P.C. 2/70, 71.
2. P.C. 2/71, 208.
3. Ibid., 329.
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And having before them severall examinations upon oath
concerning it, they find it so enormous and so universall
a practice and so many persons of different sorts imployed
about it, that it seems to them to be a national concern,
and too great for them to deal with" After consideration
of this report, the Council decided that one reason for the
failure of prosecutions was that the law was too ævere,
so it was ordered that transporters of wool should be
prosecuted under the Act imposing a three-shilling per pound
duty on wool, instead of as felons.^ Finally, on 28 June
1688 a Royal Commission was appointed for hindering the
2
transportation of wool; but it had hardly time to establish 
itself before the Revolution, after which it was speedily 
supplanted by the Parliamentary Commissioners for Wool.^
Orders in Council were numerous on other subjects 
of economic administration. The policy of preventing 
tobacco growing in England-, (which had been undertaken for 
the mutual benefit of the American plantations and the 
English Customs revenue), was firmly tackled, as is showh 
in one of several warrants for destroying tobacco: 
"notwithstanding severall Acts of Parliament prohibiting
1. P.C. 2/72, 660.
2. Ibid., 688.
3. Lees, R.M. "The Constitutional Importance of the
Commissioners for wool of 1689". Economica XIII 
(1933) 147-168.
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the planting setting or sowing of Tobacco within this 
kingdom and the penalties therein specified His Majesties 
Proclamations and severall commands of this Board for due 
obedience to be accordingly rendered, Yet divers persons 
have presumed to plant great quantities of Tobacco in 
severall places ... Now we taking into our serious 
consideration the destructive consequences of this matter 
and to the end the destroying of tobacco so planted may be 
fully and effectually prosecuted, have thought fit, upon 
the recommendation of the Commissioners of His Majesties 
Customs, and out of the good opinion Wee have of your 
Integrity and fidelity, to require and authorise you Giles 
Dowle gent, by your self your deputy or deputys ... to burn, 
pluck up and utterly destroy ... Tobacco planted ... contrary 
to the said Acts of Parliament. And for your better and 
more effectual proceeding herein. Wee require and command 
as well the Sheriffs of the severall countys aforesaid, and 
all and every the sheriffs within whose respective shires 
and jurisdictions any Tobacco is or shall be planted sett 
or sown, as also all Deputy Lieutenants, Justices of the 
Peace, Mayours, Bayliffs, Constables and all other His 
Majesties officers both civill and military to be ayding and 
assisting you ... as they tender the furtherence of His 
Majesties Service and will answer the contrary at their 
perills, Por which this shall be as well unto them as you
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a sufficient W a r r a n t . J u d g e s  were admonished to put the
law in execution against importing prohibited goods, and
the Admiralty was ordered to instruct the Vice-Admirals and
Captains of His Majesty's Ships to help prevent them reaching 
2
this country. Thomas Matchell, J.P. of Horsham, was taken
into custody for lending his authority to a counterfeit
warrant by means of which a waggon-load of prohibited goods
was taken from the constable who had seized it.^ Similarly,
the Attorney General was ordered to prosecute merchants who
had "rescued" their wine from a royal warehouse after it had
been confiscated as prohibited goods.^ Three letters were
written from the Council to the Earl of Derby asking him to
permit a Customs officer to be sent to the Isle of Man, and
to ensure that ships sailing from the Isle gave bonds for
unloading their cargoes in England.^
The great trading Companies came to the Council,
in cases of disputes about their privileges or for special
permission to export or import certain goods. Por example,
the case of the Merchant Adventurers and the Countess of
Portland about the export of white undressed cloth was
settled by an agreement between the two parties allowing the
1. P.O. 2/71, 177.
2. P.C. 2/68, 392.
3. Ibid., 394.
4. P.C. 2/69, 246.
5. P.C. 2/69, 547; 2/70, 51; 2/72, 495.
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Company to export the cloths on payment of l/4d. per piece 
to the Countess.^  A dispute between the East India and 
Turkey Companies about trading rights was "at length
2
entirely submitted ... to His Majesties Royall Determination" , 
and a special Committee was appointed to adjust the differences 
between the two Companies.^ The Muscovy Company was given 
permission to import seal oil at 6d. per ton duty^, and the 
East India Company had leave to export 66 iron guns - giving 
double security that they would be used solely for the
5
defence of Port St George, not for trade.
The Council also exerted itself on behalf of the 
Huguenot refugees, whose arrival constituted a social and 
economic problem. Bills of denizenation were usually passed 
in Council^, but in September 1681 the Secretary of State 
was given the form of a warrant to be granted to poor 
Protestant refugees upon application."^ The chartered 
companies were ordered to licence Prench craftesmen to
o
excercise their trades. William Longueville wrote to 
Viscount Hatton on 26 July 1681 that "the poore protestants
1. P.O. 2/71, 94.
2. P.C. 2/69, 313.
3. Ibid. 342.
4. P.C. 2/68, 186.
5. P.C. 2/69, 407.
D- e.g. P.C. 2/68, 429.
7- P.C. 2/69, 355.
e.g. five feltmakers and a hatmaker P.C. 2/71, 67.
a tanner P.C. 2/72, 460.
a curryer P.C. 2/72, 802.
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are to bee collected for next weeke here, and the Councill
sitt oft about them, vizt in debate whither the king may
dispense with the lawes about not exercising trades whereunto
they have not been prentices.
Briefs, or royal letters to church congregations
to make a collection for a charitable object, were also
issued on behalf of the French Protestant refugees in 1681 
2
and 1685. The first Brief issued upon a report by the
Lords "appointed a Committee to consider of a memo, presented
to His Majestie in behalf of the distressed Protestants 
abroad", which committee, it appears from the Declaration 
accompanying the Brief, was in fact the Committee for Trade 
and Plantations. In 168? a special Committee examined and
passed the accounts of the Commissioners who had the disposal
of the funds collected for the French Protestants.^ The
Council also sent a letter to the Archbishops of Canterbury
and York to encourage the collection of money; sanctioned 
the use of Clerkenwell Hospital for the accommodation of 
the refugees; and provided that a church in Ipswich might 
be used by them on the same conditions as governed the
1. Thompson, E.M. The Correspondence of the Family of
Hatton (1878, CTSI X}ŒI& XXIIIj II, 3-4.
2. P.C. 2/69, 334; 2/71, 150. of. Bewes, vV.A. Church
Briefs (1896) 208. Briefs issued under Charles II
retained their validity under James II. P.C. 2/71, 10.
P.C. 1/1 Bundle 1.
3. P.C. 2/69, 338.
4. P.C. 2/71, 412.
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French Church in the Savoy.^ The Huguenot refugees were 
absorbed into the English community with surprisingly 
little difficulty, and v/holly beneficial results for the 
nation.^
The Council was similarly concerned v/ith the other 
great charitable effort of the time, the collection of money 
for the redemption of Christian captives from the Moors.
A Brief on their behalf; was issued on 4 May 1679, and in 
July 1680 a Committee was appointed to supervise the 
collection and disposal of the funds raised. This 
Committee, consisting initially of the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, Lord Chancellor, Lord Privy Seal, Marquis of 
Worcester, Bishop of London, and the two Secretaries of 
State, might be ranked with the standing Committees of the 
Council, because it continued its activities into the reign 
of Anne. Orders for the payment of sums of money from the 
Chamber of the City of London towards the ransom of 
captives constantly recur in the Council Register.'^ Briefs
1. P.C. 2/69, 382, 422.
Ogg, D. England in the Reign of James II and William 
III (1955, Oxford) 41.
3. P.C. 2/68, 191; 2/69, 41.
4. Bewes, W.A. op.cit., gives details of the large sums
of money collected, and cf. Beck, J. "Lancashire 
Church Briefs" (1954, M.A. thesis. University of 
London), which is a local study of the administration 
of Briefs.
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for other charitable objects were likewise passed in Council.^
On 27 April 1688 a Committee of the v/hole Council was
appointed "to inspect and examine from time to time the
accompts of moneys collected for the Poor throughout the
kingdom, How such collections are distributed, and what
abuses have been committed by those imployed in the collection
2
and distribution thereof." Frauds in the use of Briefs 
were not unknown,^ and the number of minor ones issued had 
long been a grievanceso a committee for auditing accounts 
and inspecting the law might have done good work, if it had 
been appointed at a more auspicious moment.
With strictly religious affairs, as distinct from 
these religiously-inspired works of charity the Council had
1. It appears from a comparison of the Briefs mentioned
in the Register with the list in Bewes, op. cit., 
that only the more important ones issued through the 
Council. Bewes states that "From the time of the 
Restoration ... we may conclude that they no longer
came before the Privy Council except on great occasions,
and that they were once more relegated to the discretion 
of the Lord Chancellor or the lord Keeper of the Great 
Seal according to the warrant of Charles I issued in 
1625", but cf. Turner, F.C. James II (1948) 313, 
"According to the laws of the time no subscription 
could be raised for charitable or other purpose unless 
with the permission of the King in Council."
2. P.C. 2/72, 659.
3* Bewes, V/.A. op. cit., 26.
4. Pepys, S. Diary, 30 June 1661, "To church, where we
observe the trade of briefs is come now to so constant 
a course every Sunday, that we resolve to give no more 
to them."
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various contacts. The Declarations of Indulgence were made
in council,^ and there is even a suggestion that the
Declaration of 168? may have undergone some alteration 
2
there. The Privy Council Register says on 18 March,
"the king was this day in Council pleased to Declare that 
He thought fit for divers weighty considerations, that the 
Parliament should he prorogued ..., And His Majestie did also 
acquaint the Council that He had resolved in the mean time 
to issue out a Declaration for a general liberty of 
Conscience to all Persons of what Persuasion soever", but 
the actual Declaration was not made until the meeting of 
4 April.^ It was by an Order in Council of 4 May 1688 that 
the Bishops were instructed to command their clergy to read 
the Declaration in the churches,^ and the king tried to 
manage the affair of the Seven Bishops through the Council.
On 8 June, "His Majestie having this day acquainted their 
lordships v/ith a petition that he had received some time 
since, signed by the Archbishop of Canterbury and six of 
the Suffragen Bishops of that Province, which had much 
surprized him and that thereupon he had caused them to be 
summoned to attend this day, which they accordingly did,
1. P.O. 2/12, 428; 65I
2. Ellis, Gr.A. The Ellis Correspondence (1829) I, 268.
3. P.O. 2/71, 4l3,' 428.--- -------
4. P.O. 2/72, 661.
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and being called in and having heard the said petition read, 
which was likewise shewed unto them. They acknowledged it 
to be their Hand writing. Whereupon It was Ordered That 
Mr Attorney Generali and Mr Solliciter Generali should 
prosecute them at the Kings Bench Barr for the same. And
being afterwards made acquainted therewith and that it was 
the usual method to enter into Recognizance to appear the 
first day of Term, Their lordships declined to comply 
therewith, in regard they had been advised by their Councill 
it would be prejudiciall to their Privileges as being Peers 
of the Realme, His Majestie was then pleased to Order their 
Committal to the Tower of L o n d o n . T h e  warrant for their 
committal was signed by 19 Councillors, that is, all who
2
were present except the Earl of Berkeley and Father Petre.
Among the papers of Sir John Nicholas, Clerk of
the Council, is a somewhat longer account of the appearance
of the Bishops before the Council - possibly a draft of 
what is in the Register. In it the King is quoted as 
saying that the Petition surprised him, "not expecting to 
be so used by those of the Church of England, to whom he had 
been so kinde. And having expressed his resentment of 
severall parts of it, as a Libell that tended to stirr up
Sedition and Rebellion, He said there was a mistake of a
word in it, vizt Dispensing, for he had not Dispensed with
1. P.C. 2/72, 682.
2. B.M. Egerton, MSS. 2543, 270.
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the Laws, but suspended them; And that votes in Parliament
were no laws, and that if they had been, he had not been
here at this time. The Bishops at first refused to say
whether the Petition was in fact theirs, "Nevertheless, if
His Majestie would please that no advantage should be taken
of their answer, they would give a cleare one. His
Majestie told them that he would not do anything but according
to law. But not seeming to like that condition the Bishops ..
were desired to withdraw. And after some debate they were
again called in, and commanded to give a positive answer,"
so they "all owned the Petition," though still denying that
2
they had intended to publish it. "After which they were 
again commanded to withdraw; and further consideration being 
had of their Petition it was ordered, that the Attorney 
and Solliciter General should prosecute them by Information ... 
Then the Bishops being recall'd and made acquainted with that
1. % K. KSS. , M ô »
2. At the trial of the Bidiops time was spent in an effort to
prove that the Petition was the very one the Bishops had 
presented to the King, and the Clerks of the Council were 
called to give evidence on that point, of. S.P. 31/4,
Pt.I, 57. The next document in the Nicholas collection 
is another version of the account of the Bishops owning 
the Petition to be theirs. B.M. Egerton MSS. 2543, 272. 
Such evasive tactics as this "showed the unwillingness 
of the court to come to the vital point - did the denial 
of the dispensing power constitute sedition?"
Ogg, B. England in the Reigns of James II and William 
III (1955, Oxford) 200.
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resolution," they now refused to enter into recognizances.
"So they were again caused to withdraw; And after some 
debate, it being thought good, that they must enter into 
Recognizances, or be comitted; They were again called and 
told. That His Majesty did not intend to require more of 
them then he would of Temporal Peers in the like circumstances, 
and were therefore further pressed to give Recognizances.
The Bishops replyed, that the lord Lovelace who had been 
lately summoned before the Board for Misdemeanour, had not 
been required to enter into Recognizances to appears ; The 
Lord Chancellor ansv/ered, that the Lord Lovelace had 
affronted His Majesty at the Board by refusing to answer 
questions ... and therefore His Majesty would not voutchsafe 
to have it offered to him to give recognizances ... But 
the Bishops still desiring that their former answer might 
be accepted as their excuse, they were called on to withdraw. 
And then the King commanded,, a Warrant to be prepared for 
"committing them", which "was signed and sealed with the 
Seales of nineteen of the Privy Council ... besides the 
Council Seal ... The original Petition which was owned by 
the Bishops was first put into IVIr Attorney's hand, who 
represented it not so proper for him to produce it at the 
Iryal, he being to plead on the King's behalf; His Majesty 
enquired which of the Clerks of the Council was in wayting, 
it hapning to be my turne. His Majesty gave it into my
200
custody.
It is little to the discredit of the Council that
on this singular occasion the normal procedures proved
inadequate to effect the king's wishes. At the time of the
Popish Plot evidence had been collected by a Committee whose
2
activities were described by Sir Robert Southwell. This
Committee of Examinations was re-appointed on 28 May 1679
(the prorogation of Parliament having interrupted the
Parliamentary investigation of the Plot) with orders to
"meet on Saturday morning next, and so from time to time,
as their Lordships shall see cause, and appoint, and that
their Lordships do omit nothing that may expresse their
care and zeale inihe vigorous Prosecution of the Plot."
On the same day the judges were instructed to proceed against
Popish priests; the Attorney and Solicitor General were
ordered to consider the evidence against any persons still
in prison on account of the Plot ; the Lord Mayor and
Aldermen of London were called in and charged to clear the
City of Papists; the King declared that he would issue no
more licences giving permission to Papists to stay in town;
and the J.P. »s of Middlesex, Westminster and Southwark were
summoned to appear in Council two days later to receive
instructions for putting the law in execution against Papists.^
P.M. Egerton MSS. 2543, 270-271
H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt.II, passim.
3' P.C. 2/68, 60.
4- Ibid., 57-63.
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The Committee of Examinations was active in 1680^ - one 
meeting was summoned to examine a suspicious person captured 
at the Tower. In July 1681 it investigated a report that 
King Charles I's executioner was still alive :^  this is the 
last recorded instance of the Committee's meeting, and the 
direction of its enquiries had evidently shifted from 
concentration on Popish machinations.
In Charles's reign Roman Catholic peers were
summoned before the Council to have the oaths of Allegience 
and Supremecy tendered to them^", and in James's reign their 
licences to come to Court were signed in Council . While 
the Popish Plot scare lasted orders in Council directed 
against papists were frequent.^ The change in the political 
climate is immediately obvious in the order of 2 November 
1681 for the Attorney General to prosecute "all active and 
turbulent Dissenters"'^. King James's drive to establish 
toleration did not reach the same momentum as that against 
the papists had done; though the Attorney General was 
ordered to stop all proceedings against the Jews, it being
1. e.g. meetings, P.C. 2/68, 375, 388, 398, 495, 524.
2. Gal. S.P. Dorn. 1679-1680, 445.
3. P.C. 2/69, 316.
4. P.C. 2/68, 339, etc.
5. e.g. P.C. 2/71, 10: Ld Arundel.
6. P.C. 2/68, 57, 75, 168, 247, 277.
7" P.O. 2/69, 386.
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His Majesty's wish that they should "enjoy the free exercise 
of their religion, whilst they behave themselves dutifully 
and obediently towards his government;and there were 
occasional cases like that of John Holme a Quaker ordered 
to be released from Chester goal, or the workmen of Ambrose 
Crowley's iron factory at Sunderland whom the Bishop of 
Durham was ordered to protect from being molested on account
p
of their religion. A minor detail, but one that James 
could not be expected to miss, was the inscription on the 
Monument, which was ordered to be razed.^ On 19 June 1585, 
the Earl of Bath was ordered to enquire into a complaint 
by George Webber and others of Biddeford against William 
Tetherley their mayor "for encouraging conventicles and 
discharging a seditious preacher whom they discovered and 
brought before him ... for which and other services in 
disturbing Conventicles severall Actions are commenced against 
them to their ruine ... If- he find the Allegations to be 
true, that he cause the said Mayor to be removed from his
1. P.C. 2/71, 157.
2. P.C. 2/71, 146, 2/72, 702.
3. P.C. 2/71, 104.
It is said to have read; "This Pillar was set up in 
perpetual Rememberanee of the most dredful burning of 
this Protestant City, begun and carried on by the 
Treachery and Malice of the Popish Paction ... in order 
to the carrying on of their horrid Plot for extirpating 
the Protestant Religion and Old English Liberty, and 
introducing Popery and Slavery." Todd, T. William 
Dockwra and the Rest of the Undertakers (1952,
Edinburgh) 5.
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mayoralty, by Order of His Majestie in Council given to 
him for that purpose, wch order is not otherwise to be put 
in e x e c u t i o n . I t s  religious implications apart, the 
wording of this Order suggests that the dismissal of 
corporation officials was by now a matter of routine to 
the Council.
The corporations were a leading concern of the
Council's throughout the period. The first circular letter
from the Council to the Lord Lieutenants, a type of
communication that was to become common after the Revolution,
2
concerned the Corporation Act. Letters had already been
sent to mayors and corporations on 12 March 1680 enjoining
a strict enforcement of the Act and demanding an account of
how far its provisions had been complied with.^ The matter
was not allowed to rest with the despatch of these general
letters: for instance, the mayor, aldermen,and town clerk
of Bedford were sent for to appear before the King in
Council because "they have not made a true return or answer
to a late letter from this Board requiring them to put in
execution the act for regulating corporations" ;4" and a
second letter was sent to Chippenham saying, "we have
received yours of 14th June last past, by which wee are
informed That 3 of the Capitall Burgesses of your said
1- P.O. 2/71, 106.
P.C. 2/68, 455.
3- Ibid., 439.
4. Ibid., 471.
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Corporation ... (whose names you have omitted to mention)
have not taken the oaths ... Wee therefore thinke fit ...
to Recommend to you the putting the sayd Act fully and
duely in e x e c u t i o n . I n  contrast, Secretary Jenkins was
able to re-assure the mayor of Newcastle that "The
certificate containing your returns ... was yesterday read
in Council. It received the approbation of the Board and
2
is to remain in the Council Chest." There were tv/o meetings 
of the Council on 29 June 1680. At the first the Committee 
on Corporations was mentioned,^ and at the second the 
Attorney General was instructed to take the opinion of the 
Kings Counsels on three questions about the Corporation 
Act:- "1. How far the said Act doth extend, and particularly 
to Freemen Livery Men and Assistants. 2. How far Members 
of Guilds Fraternities and Companys within Corporations are
concerned in and subject to the sd. Act. 3* How far
Persons, once removed by the Commissioners within the 3 
years allowed for the execution of the said Act, can qualify 
themselves to be readmitted. "4" So began the attack on the 
municipal charters.^
1. P.C. 2/69, 33.
2. Cal. S.P. Bom., 1679-1680, 433-
3. P.O. 2/69, 24.
4. Ibid., 25.
5. Sacret, J.H. "The Restoration Government and Municipal
Corporations" E.H.R. XLV, (1930), 232-259; does 
point out, however, that "essentially similar measures 
had been designed and partially adopted since the 
beginning of Charles II"s reign." (233). Between 1660 
and 1661 "measures were being quietly undertaken ... of 
which there is no formal record in the official minutes 
of the Privy Council." (258).
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It was not unusual for royal charters to he issued
in Council, or challenged there.^ For example, on 27
June 1682, it is recorded that "whereas ... His Majestie
was pleased to appoint this day for hearing the Objections
that the Earl of Bedford ... should offer against passing
the charter of "Tavistock, which was "(now lying ready for
the seal) and councill as well on the part of the Inhabitants
as on the said Earl being this day heard at this Board,
His Majestie ... was pleased to order that the said Patent
2
be forthwith passt." On 22 November 1682 the case was 
heard of Winchester, Blandford, Romsey and Fordingbridge 
against the new charter about to be granted to Andover.^
A projected charter for Walsall was abandoned after a 
petition against it had been received, and the Attorney and 
Solicitor General had reported to the Council that "having 
seriously examined the Levey Books for the Poore, by wch we 
know the number and weight of the Inhabitants of the late 
Corporation, do finde that the totall number thereof amount 
but to 342, and do humbly certify that wee have likewise 
examined the subscriptions to the Petitions against a new 
Charter and the affidavits thereunto annexed ... and do 
finde that the number of the said subscribers to the said
I* Sacret, J.H. "The Restoration Government and Municipal 
Corporations" E.H.R. XLV (1930), 240, "The Privy
Council continued, normally and unquestioned, to 
exercise certain prerogative jurisdiction."
2. P.C. 2/69, 537 
3- Ibid., 574.
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petition against a new charter amount to 258. Wee therefore 
humbly certify that the Majority of the late Corporation 
and of the substantial Inhabitants are against a new Charter.
Though this type of business was not abnormal,
the wholesale attack on the charters of the municipal
corporations produced an exceptionally large number of cases,
as interested parties took the opportunity to object to the
new charters, and the election of mayors and other officials
were often disputed. That the government policy of
reconstituting corporations gave full rein to local faction
is shown, for instance, by the letter of 8 May 1680 from
Robert Hall of Rye to the Secretary of State, saying,
"Letters have come on both sides of this place regulating
corporations, and hardly one place in England wants it so
much as this, it being wholly governed by those not capable
by the Act, and no letter being come here makes them think
they are secure or, if any be come, it is kept up by the
2
mayor, who cannot read it." In 1681 the town's quarrels 
came before the Council: the mayor was said to have sworn
in the town clerk as his successor instead of the man legally 
elected.^ Col. Strode, Lt. Governor of Dover Castle, 
wrote to Jenkins, "Today a messenger came to inform me of
P.C. 2/70, 84, 274. The Clerk of the Council did the
sum in the margin: 342 minus 258 equals 84.
Gal. S.P. Dorn., 1679-1680, 467.
3» P.O. 2/69, 349.
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the rudeness of the fanatical Mayor and that gang. This 
Turney they have chosen is also their town clerk and was 
a servant to the town clerk here, and it may very well be 
said, like master, like man ... I v/ill inform you of one 
thing, which haply the gentlemen of Rye know nothing of. 
Certainly it is in the king's power to turn out Turney 
from being town clerk by a clause in their nev/ charter.
I must also desire you to remember hov; ill they executed the 
king and Council's order. I believe this to be the fittest 
time to set that tovm right, which have been too much 
infected with these turbulent Fanatics. Y/hen the case
had been heard in Council it was decided that Tourney was 
not duely elected, and it was ordered that he "doe forthwith 
surcease to intermeddle in the administration of the said 
office ... Yet ... if the said Thomas Tourney (after the 
execution of this His Majestys order; find himself agrieved 
herein (though no colour thereof appears to His Majesty) 
he may persue the due course of law for his relief."
Perhaps the loophole left by the last part of this order 
encouraged Tourney to resist, for two months later the 
lïiayor and jurats complained that he had still not surrendered 
bhe Court Book and that "by joyning with the Factious party 
lu endeavouring to introduce the freemen who were turned out
1- Cal. S.P. Dom., 1680 - 1681, 496. 
2* P.C. 2/69, 350.
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for refusing the oaths ... doth give great disturbance to
the p e a c e . I n  June 1682 the mayor sent in a petition to
the effect that "notwithstanding two orders in council for
quieting the town of Rye and settling the petitioner in the
2
mayoralty, he has been intruded on by Thomas Tourney"; the 
Attorney General was ordered in Council to prosecute Tourney 
and other rioters for "invading the mayoralty of the said 
town, breaking open by force all the doors of the Court 
House and seizing on the Books and R e c o r d s . T o u r n e y  was 
as factious in his behaviour towards Joseph Radford who 
replaced his old rival Thomas Crouch as mayor in November 
1682,4" and he was ordered to be brought in custody before 
the Council, where he v/as bound over to appear in the Court 
of King's Bench, and security was taken for his good 
behaviour.^ This is only one example of the spate of 
corporation business that came before the Council.
The Council was also closely involved in the 
crucial case of the quo warranto series, that of the City 
of London. Quo warranto, again, was not an unusual 
expedient for the King to apply - even in the later 
seventeenth century. The threat of it bould be used for 
other purposes than obtaining the surrender of a corporation's
1- P.O. 2/69, 392.
2. (Dal. S.P. Dom., 1682, 234.
3. P.C. 2/69, 514.
4. Ibid., 565
5. P.C. 2/69, 582
6. Ibid., 599.
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charter in order to remodel its membership. For example,
there is the case of Berwick-on-Tweed, which came before
the Council on 13 April 1681, when the magistrates were
ordered to prevent unlawful assemblies of nonconformists
in the town, coupled v^ ith the threat "that in case the said
mayor and chief magistrates ... shall be negligent in this
duty of putting the said lawes in execution, that His
Majesty will speedily cause a quo warranto to be brought
against the charter of the said C o r p o r a t i o n . I n  December
1682 the Attorney General was ordered to prosecute the
town of Narbeth, Pembrokeshire, by quo warranto "for keeping
a market"; a caveat having been entered the previous year
to prevent the grant of the market, upon the petition of 
2Tenby. The employment of quo warranto or the threat of 
it nov/ became common for the purpose of securing loyal 
corporations. The Ignoramus brought in by the Middlesex 
Grand Jury at the indictment of Shaftesbury pointed the 
necessity of having Tory juries, and Tory corporations in 
the parliamentary boroughs v/ere desirable in case Charles 
needed another Parliament.
It was essential for the King to succeed in 
London.^ The court candidates were defeated in the election 
Sheriffs in June 1681.4" In November Shaftesbury's
V 265 2. Ibid., 411, 592.
A quo warranto had already been brought in January 1681 
to try the right of the City in the long-disputed case 
_^ about Waterbailliage. P.C. 2/69, 188.
42: a Commission of Oyer and Terminer to be
try those rioters who struck Sir Simon Lewis at 
the ejection of the Sheriffs.
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acquittal was celebrated by a Whig demonstration in the City,
and at the Council meeting on 25 November, "His Majesty in
Council taking notice of the great disorders and tumults
committed within the City of London on the 24th inst."
ordered the Attorney General to report what methods might be
used to prosecute the Sheriffs "by foreign jurys" or other
means, "as likewise what power is reserved to His Majesty
in the appointing of Sheriffs within the said City, and to
report to His Majesty in writing with all convenient speed
what is fit to be done upon the abuses of the Franchises."^
In June the following year the Lord Mayor Sir John Moore,
having so Burnet says become "in all things compliant to the
Court, in particular Jenkins, v/ho took him into his own 
2
management" , used his customary privilege of nominating a 
Sheriff in favour of Dudley North. The disturbances that 
ensued when a poll was held gave the court the opportunity 
to arrest the Sheriffs: at a meeting of the Council on
26 June they were committed to the Tower on the charge that 
they "did promote and encourage a most enormous Riot within 
the said City to the manifest endangering of the Publique 
P e a c e . T h e  warrant was signed by all the 24 Councillors 
present, and the Attorney General was ordered to prosecute
P.C. 2/69, 410.
Airy, 0. (ed; Burnet's History of My Own Time (1897 Oxford)
3. P.O. 2/69, 52F:------------------ --------- II, 335.
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them in the Kings Bench. Another election was held on
5 July, despite the Lord Mayor's adjournment of it, when
Papillion and Dubois were declared elected, but "His Majesty
having been informed ... that the disorders and riots within
that City upon the day appointed for the eHœtion of Sheriffs
have been chiefly occasioned by the proceedings of the
Common Hall in an irregular way contrary to what hath been
anciently accustomed"^ a new election was ordered: when
the Lord Mayor read the order in Common Hall the next day
"some requested that the Act of Parliament of 7 Charles I,
declaring the interposition of the Privy Council in Civil
causes and matters to be contrary to the laws of the land,
2
might be read; but this the Lord Mayor refused," and 
finally North and Rich were declared elected.
Nevertheless, it was still considered necessary 
to obtain the surrender of the City's charter, so a quo 
warranto was issued in January 1682^. The judgement given 
against the City^", caused the Lord Mayor and corporation to 
submit. On 18 June 1683 they appeared before the King in 
Council at Windsor and petitioned that the judgement might 
not be entered.^ Blathwayt wrote to Conway, "Yesterday
1. P.C. 2/69, 531.
Papillion, A.P.W. Memoirs of Thomas Papillion (1887, 
Reading), 219. Cal. S.P. Dom. 1682, 2941 Newsletter: 
"...the dispute about reading or not reading it lasted 
about an hour"
^11 ' 5* ^^^3-and in the Reign of Charles II (1955, Oxford)
4* Its legality was apparently believed in by Holt. of.
Holdsworth's History of English Law (1931-1912). VI. 516. 
P.C. 2/70, 8.
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there was a Council at Windsor where the Lord Mayor and 
Aldermen presented their petition and continued on their 
knees while it was reading, till the king hid them rise.
They were ordered to withdraw and being called in soon after 
the Lord Keeper acquainted them in a speech ... with His 
Majesty's intention, to pardon their past faults and to 
release the judgement against their charter and to confirm 
it to them in case they submit before Saturday next to the 
regulations in the enclosed paper, but if they refuse, the 
Attorney General has order to enter judgement without delay. 
After this the citizens were all treated in the castle at 
the king's expence and went in the evening to London with 
intent to meet in Common Council tomorrow in order to return 
the king an answer. By next post you will know their doom. 
There was nothing for the City to do but to accept the King's 
conditions, which they did on 21 June, saying, "that the 
Common Council had agreed to submit to the aforesaid 
regulations required by His Majesty and had put off the 
election of Sheriffs and other officers, which were to have 
been chosen on Midsummer Day, untill the 18 July next".
The judgement was entered on 3 October 1683, and "His Majesty 
has now begun to settle the government of the town again.
1- Cal. S.P. Dom. I683, 321.
2- P.O. 2/70, 10.
b- James to the Prince of Orange Cal. S.P. Dom.1683-1684,
13.
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The Lord Mayor and Sheriffewere appointed at a meeting of
the Council.^ The effect of the surrender of the London
charter may he seen in a letter from Lord Stawell to Jenkins,
dated 18 June 1683, "1 thank you for the account Mr Gwynn
gave me of the Charter of London. I dispersed several copies
2
amongst our friends, which were very acceptable." Once
London had given way, no other corporation could be expected 
to resist the pressure of quo warranto.
The scope of King Charles' policy in attacking 
the municipal charters is not fully reflected in the 
proceedings of the Council, as so many surrenders were 
nominally voluntary and occasioned no dispute that brought 
them before the Council. The charters having been re-issued, 
reserving a right to the king to remove members of 
corporations at will by order in Council, the extent of 
James's campaign is more easily seen. In all 250 orders 
were issued, affecting 111 corporations.^ In addition, two 
full-scale attacks were made upon the membership of the London 
chartered companies,4" besides several individual cases of
1. P.C. 2/70, 46.
2. Gal. S.P. Lorn. 1683, 322.
3» P.C. Reg. 40 remodelled once
28
26
12
2
3
4. P.C. 2/72, 502, 606.
t wice
three times 
four times 
five times 
six times
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officials being removed or approved.^ These remodellings
were accompanied by further attacks on charters by means or
threat of quo v/arranto, and the pressure applied in 1687 and
2
1688 was intense. In its latter phase James's campaign 
differed from his brother's, for whereas Charles had aimed 
merely to influence the composition of any forthcoming 
House of Commons in a Tory direction, and to prevent the 
appointment of untrus tv/or thy juries ; James was trying to 
get a House that would repeal the Test Act and Penal Laws 
against Roman Catholics, and he often had to reverse the 
effect of previous reformations and put out Tory local 
officials in the hope that non-qonformists would be more 
compliant to his schemes than strong Church of England men.
The answers sent in to the King's three questions, put to 
prospective electors and Members of Parliament, were over­
whelmingly n o n - c o m m i t t a l ,4" hut the success of the policy of
!• e.g. P.C. 2/72, 584 - Clerks of Mercers and Dyers Co's 
approved. Ibid., 671 - Clerks of Tallow Chandlers and 
Curriers displaced.
2. George, R.H. "The Charters granted to English Parliamen­
tary Corporations in 1688." E.H.R. LV (1940), 52 & passdm
3. Greaves, R.W. "The Earl of Huntingdon and the Leicester
Charter of I684." The Huntingdon Library Quarterly, XV, 
No.4 (1952), 371-372, says that ‘ One of his earliest 
duties as lord lieutenant was to-^apply to Leicester the 
policy which was being carried through by the government 
of so reducing to order all the municipalities of the 
land that never again should a government be faced with
so dangerous an opposition in the House of Commons as
had triumphed there at the height of the exclusion 
controversy." Three of the then Members for Leicester­
shire had voted for exclusion, and the fourth appears 
as not having voted.
Puckett, Sir George King James II's Proposed Repeal of 
the Penal Laws and Test Act in 1688 (188271 analyses
returns. _qf. ,Oggi.P.Sngland Tn“ the Reigns of James II
and William III (1955 Oxforh)" 1188% 189. ----------- - -
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remodelling the corporations was never put to the test by 
a meeting of Parliament, and it is unsafe to assume that it 
would inevitably have proved a failure.^  Charles's efforts 
had produced a very loyal Parliament for James, so it is 
possible that the strenuous efforts of 1687 and 1688 might 
have got a House of Commons ready, in the first instance 
at least, to co-operate.
In the event, the confusion caused by repeated
remodelling was made worse by the Proclamation of 17 October
1688 which attempted to restore the corporations to the
2
state they had been in in 1679- The Proclamation admitted, 
"That severall deeds of surrender, which have been lately made 
by severall Corporations and Bodies Corporate of and in Our 
Cities and Towns of their Charters, Franchises and
Privileges are not yet Recorded or Enrolled. And that 
upon the Proceedings and Rules for Judgement which have 
lately been had upon the Quo Warrantos or Informations in 
nature of a Quo V/arranto Judgements are not yet entered upon 
Record,which suggests that the pressure of business in
1.George, R.H. "A Note on the Bill of Rights : Municipal
Liberties and Freedom of Parliamentary Elections." A.H.R. 
XLII (1937) 670-679, does however argue convincingly
that municipal liberties were linked, even before the 
Revolution, with a growing demand for a free Parliament.
‘^•P.C. 2/72, 749" A separate order of 19 October restored
its ancient charter and franchises to Chester, P.C. 2/72, 
752; and on 1 and 2 November the then officials were 
removed in Exeter, York and Winchester, P.C. 2/72, 785, 786.
3.P.C. 2/72, 749.
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obtaining the surrender of old charters and re-issuing
new had been too much for the machinery of the courts and
Chancery. The chaos of undefined rights continued to
disturb many corporations, and produce contested parliamentary
1elections in some well into William's reign.
The dismissal of Lord Lieutenants that accompanied
James II's posing of the three questions and attack on the
municipal corporations is also reflected in the Privy
Council Register. Lord Lieutenants were customarily sworn-in
in Council, and whereas only 11 are recorded as taking their
oaths in the four years 1681 to 1684, in the three years
1686 to 1688 22 are shown to have done so, and there were
7 more Lieutenants dismissed by James whose places were not
2
filled or whose successors were not sworn-in in Council.
In addition, there had been 8 changes at the beginning of 
the reign (3 of these new appointees were among those later 
dismissed) . Between 1689 and 1694 there were to be 30 
changes, but of these 9 were reversions from James's
!• Plumb, J.H. "The Elections to the ConvertLon Parliament 
of 1689" C.H.J., V. no.3 (1937), 235-254, quotes
Lunwich as having contested elections up to the time 
the charter disputes were settled in I698. Other 
places where there were dual corporations included 
Orford, Aldeburgh, Thetford and Plympton. cf also, 
Sacret, J.H. "The Restoration Government and Municipal 
Corporations" E.H.R. XLV (1930) 232-233 on disputes 
that lasted into the eighteenth century.
Comparison of Privy Council Register with the list of Lord 
Lieutenants dismissed by James II in 1687, G.E.C.
Complete Peerage (1910-1953) II, 656.
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appointments to the previous holders of the office. These
figures show what a high proportion of the 46 Lieutenancies
were disturbed, especially by King James.
Simultaneously, changes were made in the Commissions
of the Peace. Shaftesbury was responsible for only the
first of several wholesale revisions made under the supervision
of the Council.^ There are quite a few entries in the
Register about the removal of individual J.P.'s and the
2
addition of others to the Commission, and, on 16 April 
1680, 82 persons were ordered to be put out and 68 inserted.
The judges had been ordered earlier that month to make returns 
of the names of non-active J.P.'s, and on 16 April the 
Attorney General was ordered to exhibit informations against
the persons named in the Commission of the Peace for
Shropshire who had not taken their oaths as J.P. 's.4" On 
17 December 1686 there were further large alterations, and, 
the Register notes, "Md. The Lords of His Majesty's most 
honourable Privy Council are to be put into the Commission 
of the P e a c e A t  the time of the first review of the 
J.P. 's in I679, "His Majesty in Council was pleased to declare 
that he would take a review of the Deputy Lieutenants and
1. see Chapter 7, below, p. 4-38 -
2. e.g. P.C. 2/68, 271, 466, 471, 48O; 2/69, 24, 76, 414.
3. P.C. 2/68, 482, and cf. 484.
4. Ibid., 475, 484.
5. P.C. 2/71, 363, 379. The Commissions of the Navy were
also made J.P.'s in the south-eastern counties.
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remove such as were unfit, and that fitter persons should
supply their p l a c e s . J . P ' s  removed from the Commission
were ordered to he left out of the Commissions of Oyer and
2
Terminer, and removed from heing Deputy Lieutenants, and 
the Militia and the office of Custodes Rotulorum were not 
left untouched.^ Sir John Bramston was one of those 
affected by King James's alterations. Speaking of changes 
in the Malden Corporation he said, "The alterations here 
and elsewhere are in order to the frameing the next Parlia­
ment, by removing such as will not, and placing such as will, 
take away the Test; and it seems my mind was so well 
knowne that I was removed without asking me any of the 
questions; so likewise was I put out of the Commission of 
the Peace, and from being a Deputy Lieutenant. (In fact,
the three questions were put to him not long afterwards, by
5Petre, newly appointed Lord Lieutenant of Bssex). Evelyn 
had commented sweepingly in 1686, "Popish Justices of Peace 
established in all counties of the meanest of the people.
In 1688 Anthony Wood linked the whole of the King's proceed­
ings, together as "strange alterations made at this time in
1. P.C. 2/68, 30.
2. Ibid., 376; 2/69, 295.
3. e.g. P.C. 2/68, 484; 2/69, 207.
4. Bramston, Sir John The Autobiography of Sir John
Bramston. E.B. (1845, O.S. 32j, 304.
5. Ibid., 306.
6. de Beer, E.S. The Diary of John Evelyn (1955, Oxford)
IV, 536.
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regulating corporations and putting in and out justices
of the peace and other officers, to the great discontent
1
of the nation." James was using the same weapons as
his brother had used, but v/ith self-defeating recklessness.
The effect on local government in the counties of the
changes in the Commissions of the Peace and Lieutenancies
cannot have been any more beneficial than were the alterations
of the magistracies in the tov/ns. On 3 October 1688 the
Earl of Bath wrote to Dartmouth, "This country he found
at his coming down in all the disorder imaginable by the
late regulation of honest and loyal corporations, and by
2
turning out of commission all the chief gentlemen."
The Council, throughout this period, had much to 
do with local government - not only with the destructive 
processes outlined above. Some mention has been made 
already of orders for the prosecution of papists, and, less 
often, of non-conformists ; but is it worth emphasising 
that such orders were issued very frequently, and were 
chiefly directed to the J.P.'s, individually or collectively. 
To cite one more example, on 26 May 1680 a circular letter 
was signed in Council, which said, "Wee have with great
1. Clark, A. The Life and Times of Anthony Wood, antiquary,
of Oxford, 1632-1695 / described by himself (I89I-I9OO) 
TTT, 250.
2. H.M.C. 20, Dartmouth, I, 139*
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satisfaction received your return, informing us of the 
Progress you have made in the prosecution of Popish Recusants," 
and giving detailed directions for the continuance of the work?" 
After religion, law and order was apparently the matter of
I
most concern to the government, to judge by the number of
times the Council had to do with the suppression of local
disorders. On 20 June 1679 a letter was sent to the High
Sheriff of Surrey about "dangerous Riots ... lately
committed in and about the Town of Egham by several idle
and ill disposed persons of that parish, who were unlawfully
assembled with Guns, Prongs, Bills, Clubbs and Staves who
have killed severail of His Majesties deer and committed
other outrages"; the Sheriff was ordered to "take some
effectual course for punishing some of the ringleaders
2
according to law." Similarly, the Lord Chief Justice and
the J.P.'s of Lancashire were ordered to issue warrants 
for the apprehension of the persons who committed a riot in 
rescuing two men from the Sheriff's officers; the Attorney 
General was ordered to prosecute some Kentish rioters ; and 
the judges of the Oxford Assize were ordered to see that 
rioters at Monmouth were proceeded against.^ On 3 March 1683
the judges v/ere ordered to see to the prosecution of rioters 
who committed a "barbarous riot" near Ormskirk, "thereby 
]L.]P.C. :2//(58, IpiSJL, of. :[l)]Lcl., 3<5(5.
2.Ibid., 139- Tv/o of the offenders had already been sent for 
to appear before the Council. Ibid., 127.
3.]?.C. 112, 8.
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rescuing from the Sheriff's officers, the cattle distrained
by them for the forfeitures of the sayd persons by reason
of their rescusancy, and beating and wounding severall of
them, of which some of them lye dangerously ill, and their
recovery doubted"; a reward of £5'being offered for
information on this occasion.^ Sir John Lowther and
Mr Dawson were called upon to answer for their conduct as
J.P.'s at the time of a "riot and oppression" in Westmorland,
when 60 cattle were seized and slaughtered on pretence of
2
being Irish cattle. Another instance of the Council 
ordering action to be taken against officials v/ho were in 
the wrong was that when, "Complaint being ... made to His 
Majesty in Council of a great disorder, and ryott, lately 
committed in the Savoy by some bayliffs, on pretence of an 
Arrest by them designed to be done, in the sayd place, 
without any leave, asked or given for the same", the officers 
of the Board of Greencloth were ordered to investigate the 
matter, "and cause such persons as they shall find to have 
been concerned in the sayd"ryott to be prosecuted at the 
Court of the Verge, with all Rigour, according to law."^
Instances of the Council's interference in local 
affairs could be multiplied. It must be admitted that they
1. ]?. C.
2. I). C . ;2//7C), 15.
3. P.C. 2/71, 129; of. Ibid., 143, 144, 219, for further
developments from this case.
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tend to bear out the impression of the later seventeenth
century administration as characterised by a "marked
predominance which the mere repression of disorder maintained
over the alleviation of distress. If the Council's work
2
had been more paternal in the earlier seventeenth century, 
it had indeed changed direction by Charles II's reign. But 
the detailed interference in local affairs characteristic 
of the early Stuart Council was evidently not quite vanished. 
Sometimes, of course, the intervention of the Council was 
sought, as, for example, in the case of a dispute about the 
boundaries of the Tower. Then too, some concern for 
welfare may be discerned in such orders as those about the 
fixing of the price of corn, or that for the streets of 
London to be cleaned and repaired, or those about the 
water supply of Portsmouth and of London.^ A minor detail, 
perhaps worth the mention, is that the Council allowed the 
exemption of "His Majesty's Servants in Ordinary" from local
1. Beloff, M. Public Order and Popular Disturbances,
1660-1714 (Ï93Ü, Oxford;, 7*
2. As it seems that it was, qêjl for example, Leonard, E.M.
The Early History of English Poor Relief (I9OO, Cambridge) 
ix-x, "during the personal government of Charles I we
have not only the first through execution of the poor
law, but a more complete organisation for the help of 
the weaker classes than at any other period of our 
history"; Ibid., 94, "pressure exerted by the Privy 
Council ... becomes the most important factor in the 
development of the ... system."
3. P.O. 2/69, 700; 2/71, 272.
4. P.O. 2/72, 511 & 523; 2/72, 639, and cf. Ibid., 487,
492, 675; 2/70, 134 & 181; 2/72, 646.
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government duties, and ordered the Attorney General to stop 
any proceedings against them for failure to perform those 
duties.^
Reference has been made in passing to the Council's 
quasi-judicial work, examples of which appeared in the 
conduct of local affairs, and, more noticeably, in the affairs 
of the plantations and the Channel Islands. The Council 
often exercised its rights of arrest, examination, and
committal. It also dealt with very large numbers of
individual petitions, concerned with the widest possible 
variety of subjects. Petitions are almost impossible to 
classify, but a general impression created by a comparison 
of those that appear in the Privy Council Register with 
those directed to the King and to be found among the State 
Papers is that whereas people petitioned the King to do 
something as of grace, they came to the King in Council to 
right some wrong, which could be done more easily and 
expeditiously by the Council than by the ordinary law courts.
To the quasi-judicial work of the Council may be 
added its semi-legislative activities. There is no sign in 
the Register that the Council had anything to do with 
legislation as such, and Edward Southwell in his notes on 
the "Powers of the Councill Board" states that, "The Clerke
P.C. 2/69, 130, 206. Trinity House petitioned for its
members to be exempt from Militia duty, but it does not
appear whether or not the privilege was granted.
Ibid., 588.
224
of the Parliament did always bring the Acts of Parliament, 
to be read in Councill, before the King came to the House to 
pass Them, but this was left off in Kind James 2d. time.
The Privy Councill were glad hereof, because it might not 
seem to lye on them the advising not to pass any bill.
In May 1562 Pepys said he went "to the Council Chamber where 
the King and Council sat till almost 11 o'clock at night, 
and I forced to walk up and down the galleries till that
time of night. They were reading all the bills over that
2
are to pass tomorrow." Possibly the sudden endsof 
Charles II's later Parliamentary sessions left no time for 
the Council to consider what bills should be passed, or 
perhaps the King did not wish them to have the opportunity 
of doing so. At any rate, there seems to be only one example 
of the practice after 1679, which was on 27 June 1685, when 
"Mr. Browne Clerk of the Parliament attended the Board" and 
twelve Bills were read.^ The semi-legislative activities 
of the Council were those connected with prerogative law, 
not with Parliament.
The Proclamations and Declarations made by the 
King in Council were a sort of legislation, though they were 
administrative in their nature, reinforcing or modifying old 
laws rather than breaking ground with new ones. The precise
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 34549, 21.
2. Pepys, S. Diary, 18 May 1662.
5. P.C. 2/71,"TC57
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status of Proclamations was not well defined. The position 
in the early seventeenth centuiy has been recently deszrribed 
thus, "Council and letters patent were inferior to parliament 
and statutes, but they v/ere not simply subordinate. They
2may be thought of as standing below but apart from parliament.^ 
After the Restoration "Proclamations continued to be issued 
with great frequency ... The majority of them were merely 
admonitions to the King's subjects to observe the existing 
law. Some, however, prohibited actions which were not 
legally crimes." In spite of the absence of Star Chamber 
"There seem ... to have been few attempts to disobey them, 
and the King's conduct in issuing proclamations was not 
criticized in Parliament, save in so far as he claimed to 
be able to suspend statutes. Nay, more, on one occasion 
at least. Parliament desired the King to legislate by 
Proclamation.There were two other examples of 
Proclamations issued at the request of the House of Commons -
those of 1679 for the apprehension of suspects in the Plot,
T7 Keir, D.l. The Constitutional History of Modern Britain 
(1953) 117, says that with the repeal of the Statute of 
Proclamations at the beginning of Edward VI's reign 
"the relations of proclamations to the law relapsed 
into ... obscurity ... becoming only darker and more 
irksome with the progress of time." On the limita­
tions adumbrated in the Case of Proclamations, 1610, 
see Ibid., 199.
2. Hinton, R.W.K. "The Decline of Parliamentary Government
under Elizabeth I and the early Stuarts." C.H.J. XIII, 
no.2 (1957) 125.
3. Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England
 [T93F;— B"5:'87------------- ----
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and for banishing Papists ten miles from London - and they 
were not the last to occur.^ It is worth noticing that even 
in 1766, when the King in Council issued a Proclamation to 
prohibit the export of corn because a shortage had developed 
during a prorogation of Parliament, and a Bill of Indemnity 
was brought in when Parliament met to justify those who had
2
advised as well as those who had enforced the Proclamation, 
the point really was that the export of corn was permitted 
by statute and the Proclamation suspended that statute, not 
that a Proclamation was in itself invalid.
The great majority of Proclamations passed in 
Council, if not quite all did.^ Southwell noted towards 
the end of thie century that "All Proclamations are Order'd 
to be drawn up by Mr Attorney Genl. and must afterwards be 
approved off in C o u n c i l l . S i r  John Bramston described 
the usual method of passing Proclamations accurately, 
saying, "v\?hen the Kinge in Council resolves upon the thing, 
the Attorney General is directed to draw a proclamation to 
the intent and sence of the Kinge in Council, v/hich, when
1. P.C. 2/68, 14, 15.
2. Thomson, M.A. op. cit., 338-339*
3. Steele, R, Tudor and Stuart Proclamations, 1485-1714
(1910, Oxford; I, i, says about the Council passing 
Proclamations that "we can only affirm it to be true in 
every case of which we know the facts." A comparison 
of this collection of Proclamations with the Register 
does seem to show, however, that some Proclamations 
were not passed in the Council. Those of Charles II 
dissolving and proroguing various of his Parliaments 
notoriously were not.
4. B.M. Add. MSS. 34349, 18.
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the Attorney hath prepared, he brings to the King in Council, 
and there it is altered or amended, if neede be; that being 
done ... it is engrossed in parchment, and brought to His 
Majesty who signes it at the top, and a secretary counter­
signs it, and then the printer, after a few have been 
printed, brings them and the parchment to the Lord Chancellor, 
who sets the seale to the prints, and then the printer is
authorised to print as many as v/ill serve the turne, and
]_
they are authentick." In December 1679 Sir Robert 
Southwell had commented that, " 'Tis observed that the 
proclamation of proroging has a new title, it being said 
by His Majesty in Council, which happens because all that 
spoke differed they say from the thing; those that were 
silent are reputed to have consented; but there not being 
ground for putting that consent into the body of the
2
proclamation is thought to be the reason of the title."
The proclamation may have appeared in this form,^ though in 
the Gazette the Council is not mentioned either in the title 
or the body of the proclamation, which contrasts with the 
Proclamation immediately following, that against tumultuous 
petitioning, the text of which says, "His Majesty hath
!• Bramston, J. The Autobiography of Sir John Bramston, K.B.
(1845, C.S. 2>~) 247. See also Chapter 8, below, p. S’iS.
2. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, nls.4, Pt.II, 567.
3. Steele, R. op. cit., I, 448, No.3702: A Proclamation
for proroging Parliament, by the King in Council.
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therefore (by advice of his Privy Council) ..."
Proclamations for proroguing, dissolving, or calling a 
meeting of Parliament, form an important series, but are 
distinct from the ordinary run of semi-legislative 
Proclamations. Another Clerk of the Council, Sir John 
Nicholas, discussing a Proclamation of 1686, for the 
establishment of toleration in Scotland, which he thought 
was too strongly worded, said, "The preamble of Proclamations 
is oft writ in hast, and is the Flourish of Some Wanton Pen; 
but one of such an extraordinary nature as this is, was 
probably more severely examined; there is a new designation 
of His Majesty's authority here set forth in his absolute 
power which is so often repeated, that it deserves to be a 
little seacht into. Prerogative royal and sovereign authodty 
are terms already received and knowne, but for this 
absolute power as it is a new term, so those that have coyned 
it may make it signify wt they will ..." Besides the 
interesting glimpse it gives of the drawing up of proclamations, 
this comment is a reminder that quite important things were 
dealt with in Proclamations.
The London Gazette (11/15 December 1679) No.1468. 
Both Proclamations are entered in the Privy Council 
Register, P.C. 2/68, 318, 319.
2. B.M. Egerton 2543, 264.
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In conclusion, some of those Proclamations that 
have not been mentioned already may be cited. At the 
beginning of a reign the Privy Councillors customarily drew 
up and signed a Proclamation of the new sovereign's 
accession,^ and an early Proclamation was issued by the 
King in Council continuing officers in their posts until 
further orders. In June 1683 a Proclamation had been 
issued for the apprehension of the Duke of Monmouth, and in 
June 1685 another was issued, declaring him and his 
accomplices traitors.^  There was also a Proclamation 
offering £500 for the capture of Monmouth, and another against 
publishing his Declaration, and at the end of the Rebellion 
a Thanksgiving for victory over the rebels was proclaimed.
In I683 the revenues of the Post. Office had been settled on 
the Duke of York by a Proclamation, and in 1685 there was a 
Proclamation for enforcing the due execution of the Act of 
Parliament for erecting the Post Office and settling its 
profits, and one for quieting the Post Master General and 
his deputies in the execution of their offices.^  The birth 
of the Prince of V/ales was celebrated by a Proclamation of 
Thanksgiving.^ Not long afterwards, on 28 September 1688, 
a Proclamation announced "That a great and suddaine Invasion
e.g. that for King James II, P.O. 2/71, 2.
2. Ibid., 3.
3. P.O. 2/70, 15; 2/71, 102.
4. P.O. 2/71, 103, 117.
5. P.O. 2/70, 48; 2/71, 135, 138.
6. P.O. 2/72, 687.
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from Holland, with an Armed force of Foreigners and strangers,
will be speedily made," and went on to refute the "false
pretences relating to liberty Property and Religion contrived
«
and worded with art and subtilty" put out by the Prince of
Orange, and to say that the King relied on his subjects
loyalty, and forbade them to help the enemy, and explained
that for the moment the meeting of Parliament was to be
postponed.^ On 20 October a Proclamation ordered a watch
to be kept from the coasts; and on 26 October there was a
Proclamation for restraining the spead of false news ; and
on 1 November one against distributing the Prince of Orange's 
2
Dedaration. Finally, on 30 November, in a last effort to 
rally support, a Proclamation was issued about calling 
Parliament, which promised freedom of elections and a general 
pardon so that even those who had been in arms against the 
King might sit in Parliament.^
The contents of some of these Proclamations point 
to Council activity at particular moments of stress, like 
Monmouth's Rebellion, and the Prince of Orange's invasion. 
There were several occasions when the Council met specially 
to deal v/ith things outside the ordinary run of day to day 
administration. On 26 April 1680 it was summoned
1- P.O. 2/72, 738.
2. Ibid., 754, 781, 784.
3. Ibid., 798.
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"extraordinarily" about "a false and dangerous Rumour
spread abroade of a black Box pretended to be found.
A year earlier, Charles had made a solemn Declaration in
Council that he had never been married to anyone but Queen
Catherine, and ordered that it should be entered in the
Council Book and that all those who were present should
sign the Declaration - which they did, including Nicholas
2
as Clerk of the Council. Monmouth got into trouble in 
May 1682, when he quarrelled with Halifax at St. Martin's- 
in-the-Fields,and "His Majesty being this day informed in 
Council that the Duke of Monmouth did lately in discourse 
with a Member of this Board Question him concerning something 
said, or pretended to be said to His Majesty in Council.
And His Majesty resenting it as an unmannerly Insolence 
offered to himself for anyone to presume to question a Privy 
Councillor for any thing said ... in Councill, V/as Pleased 
to order, that no person having relation to His Majesty's 
service, have henceforth any communication with the said 
Duke of Monmouth, And that an Entry of this His Majesty's 
Pleasure be made in the Council Bookes.""^ On 25 November 
1683, after the Proclamation for taking Monmouth had been out
1. P.C. 2/68, 489.
2. P.C. 2/67, 121.
3. Poxcroft, H.G. The Life and Letters of Sir George
Savile, Bt. first Marquis of Halifax (1898) Ï, 355.
4. PTcl 5/597— 504:
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for five months, "His Majesty having this afternoon called
an Extraordinary Councill was pleased to acquaint them That
the Duke of Monmouth did last night surrender himself to
Mr Secretary Jenkins," and that he had been pardoned.^
King James, on 10 June 1688, gave notice of the birth of the
Prince of Wales to a special Council, at which a circular
letter was sent to the Lords Lieutenant giving the news and
2
orders about public rejoicings. On 22 October, "an 
Extraordinary Council met, Where were likewise present by 
His Majesty's Desire and Appointment, Her Majesty the Queen 
Dowager, and such of the Peers of this Kingdom both 
Spirituall and Temporall as were in Towne, and also the 
Lord Mayor and Aldermen of the City of London, the Judges 
and severall of His Majesty's Councill learned," when
evidence was given to substantiate the legitimacy of the
1
Prince of Wales. ^ Wlien on 1 November, "The Lords of His 
Majesty's most Honourable Privy Council having at the 
Rising of the Council attended Her Royal Highness with the 
said Depositons ... Her Royal Highness was pleased to say 
as follows. My Lords, This was not necessary to be brought 
to me, for I have so much duty for the King, that his word 
must be more to me than these Depositons.
1. P.C. 2/70, 76.
2. P.C. 2/72, 685, 686.
3. Ibid., 757.
4. P.C. 2/72, 784-785.
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Almost nothing illustrates the "bankruptcy of 
James's policies so well as this meeting of the Privy Council 
about the legitimacy of the Prince of Wales. Neither 
Princess Anne nor anyone else who found it convenient to 
believe that the Prince was suppositious was likely to he con­
verted by depositions. The meeting did give an opportunity 
for Clarendon and Nottingham to make a telling gesture in 
refusing to sit with the Council, although they were still 
officially Councillors, because Roman Catholics were members 
of it. In an interview v/ith James before the meeting 
Clarendon asked "leave to be there as a peer, and not as a 
counsellor" because Petre was a member of the Board, and 
when "the king said, we should see Father Peters no more 
at counsel Lord Nottingham asked,■- if he was put out of the 
counsel? The King replied, no; but he had sent him an 
intimation not to come thither ... Then Lord Nottingham said, 
there were others at that Board, who were not qualified to 
sit there ; and that he could not join in Council with them.
At another meeting of peers, on 27 November, Clarendon 
"spake with great freedom, laying open most of the late
p
miscarriages." Ailesbury thought that he "behaved himself
like a pedagogue towards a pupil" in contrast to Nottingham
1. Singer, S.W. The Correspondence of ... Clarendon and
Rochester; with the Diary of Lord Clarendon, l"E87-l6go 
Xl828j II, 195-1957'
/ Ibid., 209.
3» Ailesbury, T. Memoirs: written by himself (I89O,
Roxburghe Clubl l92.
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and Halifax who "spake with great respect and seeming
.1 1concern".
On 17 November the King had announced in Council 
his intention of going to join his army, "Recommending the 
Security of the Queen and the Peace of the City to their 
Lordships care. His Majesty thereupon appointing the 
Right Honourable the Lord Chancellor, Lord Privy Seal, Lord 
Preston, Lord Bellaysis, and Lord Godolphin or any three of 
them to direct the summoning of the Council as there shall 
be occasion, who are from time to time to attend Her Majesty
2
the Queen in matters of importance to His Majesty's service."
It was at the next meeting following the King's departure
that the Council gave an order for guns to be manned in
Vvhitehall. ^ According to the Privy Council Register, six
more meetings were held in the presence of the King, between
27 November and 7 December; and one last one was held on
16 December, the day that James returned to London after his
first, frustrated, flight.
James had fled on 11 December, and that day, "The
Lords Spirituall and Temporall in and about the City of London
with the Lord Mayor and Aldermen ... assembled at Guildhall
fo consult about the means of Securing their Laws, Libertys,
1* Clarke, J.S. The life of James II (1816) II, 239.
cf. Poxcroft, H.G. op. cit. II, 15.
2. P.O. 2/72, 795.
3- Ibid., 796.
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Religion, and preserving the peace and tranquillity of this
City." They made Lucas Governor of the Tower in place of
Skelton, sent a letter to the Prince of Orange inviting him
to "hasten hither to secure them from the Rudeness of the
Rabble", and issued a Declaration, which Pembroke and three
others were instructed to take to the PrinceThereafter,
"The Lords in and about the Citty of London do meete dayly
in the Council Chamber at Whitehall in order to the
preservation of the public peace of this Citty till the
2
arrival of the Prince of Orange." On 12 December they 
issued an order which read, "Y/e the Peers of this Realm 
being assembled with some of the Lords of the Privy Council 
do hereby require all persons whatsoever to keep and preserve 
the peace and they ordered that Jeffreys, (who had
been caught escaping), should be put in the Tower.
1. B.M. Egerton MSS, 3361, 1-8. This MSS book in the Leeds
collection, entitled "The Interregnum of* The Proceedings 
of the Lords of the Council and others from the v/ith- 
drawing of K: James to the meeting of the Convention 
1688", is a convenient source for the history of the 
Interregnum. A copy of the Declaration of 11 December, 
with autograph signatures, is in S.P. 8/2 (King Vi/illiam's 
Chest, Pt.II), 85; and a printed copy in S.P. 31/4, 
Pt.III, 206. The letter to the Prince of Orange is
also in S.P. 31/4, Pt.III, 203; and the Minutes of the 
meeting on 11 December, signed by Francis Gwyn, are at 
S.P. 8/2 (King Yvilliam's Chest, Pt.II), 83.
2. B.M. Egerton MSS. 3361, 8.
3. Ibid., 9-11. cf. S.P. 31/4, Pt.III, 207; and. Ibid., 206,
where there is a letter to Edward Jones, Printer,
requiring him to print the Declaration of 11 December.
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The next day it was ordered that all Protestant soldiers who
had been disbanded should return to the Colours.^ A
messenger then came in v/ith the news that James had been
captured, whereupon the meeting adjoumed until the afternoon -
when Lords Peversham, Ailesbury, Yarmouth and Middleton were
sent to bring the King back, or to help him on board a ship
2
if he v/ould not come. Before James's return on the I6th, 
the Lords had issued an order for Irish officers and soldiers 
to return to their regiments and hand over their arms to the 
officers of the Ordnance.^  Thus, during the first part 
of the Interregnum, the essential duties of the government 
had been carried on bÿ a group of Lords meeting with the 
remains of the Privy Council in the Council Chamber, with 
Francis Gwyn, a former Clerk of the Council, acting 
unofficially as their Secretary.^ On 21 December the 
Prince of Orange met the Lords assembled at St. James's, 
and, after the question of how to summon a free Parliament 
had been referred to five lav/yers, "the Lords adjourned till 
the next morning at 11 of the Clock to the Parliament House. 
From then on, the temporary government was in the hands of
the House of Lords, with Halifax as chairman, and Gwyn
1. B.M. Egerton MSS. 3361, 11-12. 2. Ibid., 12-13.
3. S.P. 31/4, Pt.III, 208.
4. The Minutes of the meeting on 11 December appear to be
in his handv/riting. S.P. 8/2 (King William's Chest, 
Pt.II), 83; and his signature is on th$ copy of the 
Declaration, Ibid., 85.
5. B.M. Egerton MSS. 3361, 13-16.
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officially appointed as Secretary.^ King James finally
2
left England on 23 December, and the field was open to 
Yvilliam of Orange.
It has been shown that the Council was actively 
engaged in multifarious administrative duties in the v/hole 
of the period from 1679 to 1688, and that the actions of 
the Lords of tne Council and others during the first part 
of the Interregnum helped to preserve a continuity of 
administration over the Revolution. The English 
administration was small in size and scope. Everything 
depended upon the King and a few great men, and the personal 
character of the government was emphasised in these years 
by the fact that Parliament was in session for so little 
time: in theory, the balance of powêr within the constitution
might have shifted from King to Parliament, but in practice 
the King still ruled, and Parliament was limited in the main 
to opposition and could not construct policy. In 
administration the reigns of Charles II and James II do not 
present the contrast of objectives and achievement that they 
do in the sphere of politics, but the different personalities 
of the two Kings did produce a difference of emphasis.
1. These appointments, Ibid., 16-17; further proceedings.
Ibid., 17-43. L.J. XIV does not record any meetings 
before 22 January 1689.
The order appointing Gv/yn Secretary is also to be found 
with an order for Papists to depart from London, at 
S.P. 31/4, Pt.III, 214.
2. Ogg, D. England in the Reigns of James II and William III
OxlordT 220.----- -------------------------------
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James kept a tighter control over the Council than Charles,
and tended to use the Council itself, where he presided,
more than Committees, where the King generally did not,
(though there were exceptions to this generalisation, and
the King did preside at the Committee for Foreign Affairs
or Intelligence): Charles was content to allow more to be
done by Committees and to miss many more Council meetings,
though his laziness should not be overemphasised,^ and he
did react firmly when Shaftesbury and Anglesey showed signs
2
of leading the Council astray. Quantitive judgements 
must necessarily be rather tentative, but the shape of the 
Register tends to confirm this impression of a slight 
difference between the two reigns.^  Both Kings, in the 
Council, could take advice if they wanted it, and give orders 
that were put into effect by the great officers present 
there as Privy Councillors. An illustration of the fact 
that the efficient part of the machinery of government was 
compact and personal is that one man could do several jobs.
1. Ogg, D. England in the Reign of Charles II (1955, Oxford)
I, 190, points’out that the ^ouncil was "presided over 
by a king for whose personality and ability there was 
still much scope," and he makes particular mention of 
Charles's skill in settling semi-legal questions, "an 
aptitude far more valuable to the state than unintelli­
gent industry."
2. see above, p.i(»2.-Ub, and below. Chapter 7, and especially
Charles's speech to the Council on 15 October 1679, 
p. 4^ 33.
3* Hinton, R.W.K. "The Decline of Parliamentary Government 
under Elizabeth I and the Early Stuarts" CvH.J.
XIII, No.2, (1957) 120.
239
as Sunderland combined the Lord Presidency with a 
Secretaryship. The Privy Council was "a nebula from which 
the separate ministerial departments were afterwards 
e v o l v e d . Th ou g h  departments were established and 
growing under Charles II and James II, the Council still 
was at the centre of the administration.
1. Ogg, L. op. cit., 190.
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CHAPTER
WILLIAIVI AND WjARY: 1689-1702
Administrative capacity sets limits on the 
activity of any government. In the reign of William and 
Mary the English government was unable to fulfil the highest 
ambitions of the King, because the country's administrative 
machinery was inadequate for the conduct of a great 
Continental war. The Privy Council must share the 
responsibility for that failure, as well as sharing credit 
for the many achievements there were, because it was still 
at the centre of the administration of the country, still 
"the central clearing house of the administration.The 
reigns of Charles II and James II were a time when the 
Council had been used to the full in many of the ways 
traditional to it. The nev/ reign was to be the watershed 
of its usefulness and power. The Council reached new 
heights of practical importance, before the period of its 
real decline, under Anne, set in.
The personality of the monarch was necessarily 
reflected closely in the Privy Council, the natural sphere
F" Ogg, D. England in the Reigns of James II and William 
III (1955, Oxford) 333. of. England in the Reign of 
Charles II (1955, Oxford) I, 190, "a great clearing­
house of government".
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of his activity. William's character has often been dravm,
as that of a strong-willed, autocratic, but always realistic
ruler.^ Mary, perhaps, has been generally underestimated:
her pleasant disposition and pious modesty concealed some
2
shrewdness and much determination. Y/hen William left her 
to govern the country in 1690 she soon saw through Danby's 
deference - "Lord Carmarthen is upon all occasions afraid 
of giving me too much trouble, and thinks by little and 
little to do all," she wrote to V/illiam;^ and her 
resolution was made clear by her conduct during the 
threatened invasion, and especially by her decision that,
"let what would happen, I would never go from V/hitehall.
For a sovereign intent on doing as much of his 
own government business as possible, the Privy Council was 
a tool ready to hand. Yvilliam attended Councils regularly 
when he was in England, and was as businesslike at them as 
at meetings of the Cabinet.^  A record that happens to be 
preserved of an unimportant debate in Council about granting 
a ship a pass, is interesting as an example of his methods.
e.g. Ogg, D. William III (1956) 68.
2. Firth, Sir Charles A commentary on Macaulay's History
of England (1938) 304-333, corrects some details of 
Macaulay's character sketch of Mary, and adds something 
on an "important matter Macaulay had perforce to leave 
untouched through lack of material ... the gradual 
development and elevation of Mary's character."
3. Dalrymple, Sir John Memoirs of Great Britain and Ireland
(1771-1773) II, 122: 26 June/6 July 1690. ;
4. Doebner, R. Memoirs of Mary Queen of England (1886) 31.
5. see Chapter 2, above, p. Si.
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After hearing arguments for allowing the ship to sail, 
William intervened decisively to decide that it should not : 
in Edward Southwell's words, "Q. Whether the Russell 
Gaily should sail to Leghorne, for fine goods. Pro. She 
has a letter of Marque and a Protection for her men. She 
goes and comes soon & brings silk v/nich setts the poor on 
worke. Her owners have been great loosers in the late 
loss in the Streights. Con. K. said twas out of the 
Rule i.e. the present Embargo. That to favour a few is 
not fair. That he dos not approve of trading by Privateers 
who by their Com. are bound not to trade. That Letters of 
Marque were never encouraged in the Mediterranean because 
of the great mischiefs they do and the danger once of 
breaking with the Algerians by some of their Errors, for 
being under no Rule &c. Probably William despatched 
rather more business in Council than either of his 
predecessors. His frequent absences abroad, however, 
meant that the Council did not always have the advantage 
and stimulus of his presence, and this tended, though 
gradually, towards increasing the power of the Secretaries 
of State, who corresponded directly with the King or 
Blathv/ayt, as against the Council which had only formal
1- B.M. Add. MSS. 34350, 12.
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notification of his wishes.^ Mary could not take his
2
place, for though she was conscientious, she ordinarily 
attended only about half as many meetings as William, nor 
did she have his grasp of the details of administration.
After her death, the Lords Justices were a poor substitute 
for the royal presence in Council; a fact reflected in the 
often rather poor attendances at Council meetings over which 
they presided - ^ "It has sometimes happened, that at a 
Meeting of the Council a sufficient number of the Lords of 
the Council did not appear, and in that case it fell out 
that the Lord Bridgewater v/ho was then one of the Lords 
Justices, left his seat, and sat on the other side, to make
5
up the number of the C o u n c i l . I n  this reign, then, 
two opposite influences were at work on the development of 
the Council. It gained by the presence of an active and 
intelligent monarch, but usually lost by his absences.
The Council stood to lose less by William*s 
absences when there was an effective Lord President to
1. Shrewsbury's letters illustrate this particularly well,
though he was in a way exceptional as being a favourite 
of the King's. Coxe, V/. The Private and Original 
Correspondence of Charles Talbot, Luke of Shrewsbury
2. Browning, A. Thomas Osborne, Earl of Danby and Duke of
Leeds 1632-171^ (1931, Clasgowj II. TStT
3. see Chapter 1, above, p.36.
4. This is a general impression, from the lists of attendance
in the Register.
5. 8.p. 44/72, 295.
244
substitute, in part, for him. It was therefore important 
that Danby was prevented from attending the Council between 
1695 and 1699, and that Pembroke his successor was not in 
the same class as a statesman or administrator. But 
personality does not go very far to account for a change 
in the pattern of the Council's activity, in spite of the 
direct influence of the monarch, and the considerable effect 
that an active President might have upon it.
This reign was a central period, marked by 
expansion as well as contraction in the work of the Council. 
Its activities at moments of crisis, like the threatened 
invasion of 1690, or the Assassination Plot in 1696, were 
not unprecedented but were on a larger scale than previous 
examples, like Monmouth's Rebellion or the Rye House Plot, 
fighting a war, and a more serious war than any of Charles 
II's time, demanded a central administrative authority, to 
direct subordinate departments and to do duties that 
afterwards devolved upon specialist organisations, and to 
some extent it was the Council that met this need. The 
practice, much increased in this reign, of the Council's 
sending out circular letters to the Lord Lieutenants was a 
sign of vigour. On the other hand, the changes of policy 
implicit in the Revolution caused the disappearance of some 
types of Council business, most notably its interference with 
municipal charters. The Board of Trade emerged in 1696 to
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take over a large part of the Council's responsibility for 
colonial affairs. Other departments, which had begun to 
establish themselves in the reign of Charles II, were now 
expanding: the growing organization of the Secretary of
State's Office was especially important, though the 
Secretaries themselves were not usually men of first-class 
importance under William. Above all, the continued 
existence of the Cabinet, and the increasing share of the 
Cabinet and Committee in administration as well as policy­
making detracted from the usefulness of the Privy Council.
The question to be answered is how far these tendencies of 
decline were offset by the continuing administrative work 
of the Council. The Privy Council should never be too read­
ily dismissed as useless, because adaptability to meet the 
requirements of new situations has always been one of its 
most notable characteristics.
Of traditional activities, those in the sphere 
of foreign affairs took up little of the Council's time. 
William's determination to be his own foreign minister meant 
that the Council did not even get the chance to give formal 
approval to important treaties. The Treaty of Eyswick 
was never submitted to the Council, though a Proclamation 
of the peace with Prance was passed on 18 October 169?.^
Thomson, M.A. The Secretaries of State, 1681-1782 
_ (1932, Oxford) 7-9, on the Williamite Secretaries.
2. P.O. 2/77, 101.
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The Partition Treaties are well known for having avoided
all the usual channels. The Council did continue to
discharge minor duties, mostly of courtesy to foreign
ambassadors. Por instance, at a meeting on 18 May 1689,
Mr. Secretary Shrewsbury was ordered "to goe from His
Majesty to the Spanish Ambassador and desire him to give
in a state and account of what losse he himself sustained
in the late disorders by the R a b b l e . O n  10 December
1691 Captain John Bingham was arrested and brought before
the Board to answer for "abuses" committed in the Spanish
ambassador's house, and he was not released from custody
until the ambassador himself interceded for him in 
2
April 1691. The Dutch ambassador sent in numerous 
memorials about Dutch goods seized as contraband Prench 
imports, and other grievances.^ The early days of England's 
alliance with the Dutch in a commercial war against Prance 
produced many disputes and difficulties. One such concerned 
prizes captured by Dutch privateers; the English officials 
detained them in English ports, if they put in there, 
pending a decision by the Admiralty Court, but the Dutch 
ambassador asked for them to be released, which the Council
1. P.C. 2/73, 118.
2. P.C. 2/74, 289, 371.
3. e.g. P.O. 2/73, 382, 386, 427, 517; 2/74, 4,
23, 166, 450.
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once allowed "as the treaties direct," on 6 May 1689-^
It was the Council too, acting through the Secretary of 
State, that enforced rules about the employment of Roman 
Catholic priests and the keeping of Roman Catholic chapels 
by foreign ambassadors. As a consequence of the Assassin­
ation Plot, "Upon reading the lists of the names of Foreign 
Ministers Servants, It is this day ordered by His Majesty 
in Councill that His Majesties Principal Secretarys of 
State acquaint the said Foreign Ministers that they are not 
to keep any Chaplins of the Romish Religion who are His
Majestys subjects or the subjects of any of His Majestys 
2
Enemies." Exceptionally, in 1689, the salaries of British
ambassadors and envoys were considered in Council.^
In the field of national finance, it cannot be said
that the Council had nfuch power to lose. Dr. Baxter
considers that "There was a momentary revival of conciliar
activity in 1689, arising from the fact that V/illiam was not
acquainted with the constitutional developments of the last
"4.fifteen years.  ^ He refers to meetings at the Treasury, 
attended by some of the most important Privy Councillors, 
that discussed and decided how the Victualling was to be
1. Clark, G-.N. The Dutch Alliance and the Y/ar against
French TradeT 1688-1697 (1923, Manchester; 34%
2. PTc: 2/76, 312.
3. P.C. 2/73, 327.
4. Baxterj S.B. The Development of the Treasury^ 1660-1702
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managed - by contract, or by Commissioners;^ and to the 
meetings of a joint Council-Treasury Committee, appointed 
to "consider of the Regulation of the Musters, of the
Agents, and of the Clothing and Payments of Their Majesties
2 3Army," which also met at the Treasury, but eventually
reported to the Council, when the Rules they suggested
were "approved and settled in Councill" and afterwrards
published over the signature of a Clerk of the Council.
The main trend of the reign was not, however, to bring back
Treasury business to the Council. The House of Commons
was more consistently active in financial affairs than
ever before,  ^and the King himself attended and supervised
7
the work of the Treasury. "On very rare occasions ... the 
king heard the Treasury in Council. This never happened 
unless the Treasury was under fire and felt the need to 
justify itself. At such Council meetings the matter in 
question was discussed and the conduct of the Treasury,
1. Meetings were held on 26, 30 October, 2, 3, 5, 10, 14
November 1689. C.T.B^ IX, Pt. I, 60-66.
2. P.C. 2/73, 270, and of. ibid., 277.
3. On 8, 12, 19 November 1689. C.T.B. IX, Pt. I, 63-67
4. P.C. 2/73, 445.
5. The London Gazette No.2564, 5/9 June I690.
6. The best brief account, that I have seen, of the growth
of Parliamentary control is in Ehrman, J. The Navy in 
the V/ar of Vi/illiam III (1955, Cambridge) 461-470.
7. of. Baxter, S.B. op. cit., 49, 53, 56-57.
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whatever it had been, was given formal approval. These
Council meetings could ratify, but nothing more. One of
these occasions, when the King and nine Councillors met the
Lords of the Treasury at Kensington, was on 20 November
1697: "The King says he has appointed this meeting to be
informed concerning the reports that are spread abroad of
2
falsifying Bills ..." Two days later the Lords of the 
Treasury were again at a Council, to report on mismanage­
ment in the Excise.
There were two other important financial events 
in which the Council was involved, though not as a prime 
mover, namely the recoinage and the establishment of the 
Bank of England. The coinage had long been a problem, and 
clipping was "becoming almost a-.minor industry" Somers
apparently suggested a scheme for calling in all unmilled 
money suddenly and without warning, but it "proved too 
daring for the Council to consider without parliamentary
5
sanction," so nothing was done until Parliament met, when
1. Baxter, S.B. op. cit., 65.
2. C.T.B. XIII, 35. No record of this meeting appears
in the Privy Council Register.
3. cf. Hughes, E. Studies in Administration and Finance,
1558-1825 (1934, Manchester) 18'5. There is a record 
in the Register of a meeting of the Privy Council on 
this date, but the list of those present and the 
business done suggest that it was not the same meeting. 
P.C. 2/77, 130.
4' Cgg, B. England in the Reigns of James II and William III 
(1955, Oxford; 422.
5. Browning, A. op. cit., 1, 528.
250
a more gentle programme was decided upon. Nevertheless
the recoinage, added to other difficulties, produced an
acute financial crisis. Shrewsbury's letters to William in
1696 show the desperate difficulties the government was in to
find money for carrying on the war,^ he wrote on 29 May
1695, "It has been a great misfortune, at the same time the
species of money is for the most part made not current,
that the credit of bills is also lost. If no way can be
found to restore this, it will be absolutely impossible to
furnish the occasions of your Majesty's government at home 
2or abroad." At a Council meeting on 18 July 1695 it had 
been ordered that, "Whereas Their Excellencies the Lords 
Justices have received information that of late great 
quantities of Cold have been brought into this Kingdom which 
doth necessarily occasion the Exportation of Silver to the 
manifest prejudice of the Nation," the Admiralty was to see 
that no naval ships brought over gold except by direct order, 
and the Post Office was told that packet boats were not to 
bring in any goods not "searched and specified" by the 
master of the packet.  ^ On 2 July 1696 the Treasury was 
authorised to pass a Privy Seal empowering officers of the 
Exchequer to receive dipt money.^ On 24 September an Order 
Coxe, W. op. cit., 116-117.
2. Ibid., 119. ------
3. P.C. 2/76, 161.
4. Ibid., 459, 478.
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was made, at the request of the Treasury, about county
mints,^ and on 18 March 1697 another Order was issued
laying down the quality of plate to be accepted for coining,
2
in accordance with the Act of Parliament.
Shrewsbury's letter about the dangerous financial 
situation continued, "We have taken what pains we could 
with the bank, the merchants, and the goldsmiths, exhorting 
some, and threatening others, to endeavour to make them 
easy to one another in this common difficulty ... The 
proposals of the gentlemen of the new national bank, have 
been heard, and considered at council ... but ... we were 
forced to tell them, the first proposal was not in our power. 
The gentlemen v/ho were putting forward proposals about the 
re coinage were the promoters of,the Land Bank, whose charter 
was ordered to be passed at the end of that month,^ but 
whose project collapsed during the summer. The Council had 
previously supervised the issue of the charter of the Bank 
of England, and had taken a more detailed interest in it.
On 17 May 1694 the draft of the charter and a Proclamation 
about it were read in Council, and referred to the Attorney 
and Solicitor General "to consider thereof and to come
1. P.C. 2/76, 517.
2. Ibid., 595.
3. Coxe, W. op. cit., 119-120.
4. P.C. 2/76, 443.
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prepared to offer to this Board what additions, alterations
and amendments they shall judge fitt to be made according
to l a w . I t  is tempting to surmise that this order of
reference was a last attempt at opposition by the enemies of
the Bank, but it is interesting that of its most prominent
opponents, Nottingham and Rochester were not at Council on
that day, and Halifax was not a Privy Councillor; so it
seems that discussion of the proposals was intended to be
constructive. The drafts were "taken into consideration"
on 21 May, at a Council attended by the Queen and 17 others,
(Nottingham and Rochester were still absent), and the Lord
President v/rote to William "that the Councill hath made
so good a progresse in the commission and draught of the
letters patent ... that itt is hoped there will need but
2
one sitting more of the Councill..." The Lords of 
Treasury were ordered to present the finished drafts for 
the Queen's signature on 7 June,  ^and the next day were 
instructed to make public the information that the documents 
were about to be passed under the Great Seal."^  On 5 July 
a seal for the Bank of England was approved.^
Speaking of the House of Commons's increasing 
control of finance. Sir William Holdsworth said, "It is not
1. P.C. 2/75, 414.
2. Browning, A. op. cit., II, 217.
3. P.C. 2?75, 429.
4. Ibid., 430.
5. Ibid., 443.
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surprising to find that a House which had gained these
powers assumed a right to inquire into the v/orking of all
parts of the government."^ He cites inquiries into the
affairs of Ireland and of the Admiralty, and the attempt to
establish a Council of Trade answerable to Parliament. The
proposed Council of Trade would have been an executive body,
and in sponsoring it the Commons intruded upon the traditional
2
sphere of the crov/n as head of the executive. It was 
paralleled by the parliamentary Commissioners for V-/ool, of 
1689,^  and the Trustees appointed by Parliament to supervise 
the redistribution of Irish lands in accordance with the 
terms of the Act of Resumption of 1700.^ Burnet said of the 
proposal to set up a parliamentary Council of Trade, "Here 
was a debate plainly in a point ’of prerogative, how far the 
government should continue on its ancient bottom of monarchy, 
as to the executive part ; or how far it should turn into
1. Holdsworth, W.S. A History of English Law (I924) VI, 254.
2. Lees, R.M. "Parliament and the Proposal for a Council of
Trade, 1695-1696." E.H.R. LIV (1939) 41-66. 
of. Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England 
(1938) 241-244, on the Commissioners for Y/ool; the
proposed Council of Trade ; the debate of I69I in which 
it was suggested that the Houses should choose the 
commanders of the forces ; and the constitution of 
statutory Commissions of Accounts. All these were 
"attempts ... to develop an entirely new type of 
executive."
3. Lees, R.M. "The Constitutional Importance of the
'Commissioners for V/ool ' of 1689" Economica XIII.
(1933) 147-168, 264-274.
4. Simms, J.G. The 'Williamite Confiscation in Ireland.
1690-1703 11956; II9.
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a commonwealth ... so that a king would soon grow to he a
duke of Venice. Burke reiterated Burnet's verdict in
I78O, saying that the proposal "struck, not only at the
administration, but at the very constitution of executive 
2
government." V/illiam forestalled the erection of the 
Council of Trade by establishing a royal Board of Trade, 
responsible to himself instead of to Parliament. The new 
Board was virtually a re-creation of the Council Committee 
for Trade and Plantations, and was under the general 
supervision of the Council. The Privy Council was thus 
the instrument used by the King for upholding the prerogative, 
against the encroacliment of Parliament.
It might still seem, however, that the establish­
ment of the Board of Trade in 1696 marked a sharp shrinkage
in the area of the Privy Council's influence and control.
Colonial and trade affairs had taken up a great deal of 
the Council's time since the early seventeenth century.
The Council's Committee for Trade and Plantations had been 
revived after the Revolution, and was still in existence, 
even if it was rather less active in the years immediately 
preceding the formation of the Board of Trade than it had 
been previously. ^ '^ he British colonial administration at
1. Burnet, G. History of My 0wn Time (1833, Oxford)
IV, 287-289: --------------
2. Lees, R.M. "Parliament and the Proposal for a Council of
Trade, 1695-1696." E.H.R. LIV (1939) 41.
3. Root, W.T. "The Lords of Trade and Plantations, 1675-
]L(5C)(5. " jL.H. R. 23, (:L'9:L'7//]LEI) :37.
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this date seems to have been reasonably efficient, and it
was not colonial grievances, but the merchant interest's
concern at shipping losses in the French war that led to
the parliamentary agitation for the establishment of a more
professional body than the Committee of Council to control
1
trade and plantation affairs. The Board of Trade was
certainly an independent government department in a sense
that the Committee for Trade and Plantations, or even the
earlier Council of Trade and Plantations, had not been.
On 7 July 1696 Mr Povy, Clerk of the Council, was ordered
to deliver the books and papers of the Committee for Trade
2
and Plantations to Mr Popple, Secretary to the new Board.
Yet the Privy Council maintained its interest in 
colonial and trade affairs, and;the Board of Trade was still 
under its general supervision.^ Economic and colonial 
affairs were discussed in Council, apparently as often as 
before 1696, and seven months after the appointment of the 
Board of Trade the Committee for Hearing Appeals from the 
Plantations was designated, so reserving an important branch 
of colonial business directly to the Council a g a i n . T h e
Council continued to discharge its formal functions of
!• cf. Ehrman, J. op.cit., 570-571; Clark, Sir George "The 
Character of the Nine Years War, 1688-1697" C.H.J. XI, 
No.2., (1954) 171-172.
P.C. 2/76, 461. 3. see Chapter 3, above, p. 44-1
4" P.C. 2/76, 559. On the growing extent of the appelate 
jurisdiction of the Council, see Grant, W.L. &
Munro, J. Acts of the Privy Council of England : 
Colonial Series (1908-1912; IÎ, vi.
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approving laws passed in the plantations, and of appointing 
colonial officials; though no doubt it followed the advice 
of the Board of Trade in both matters. Among the details 
of administration that it still undertook itself may be 
mentioned the provision of transport to take newly-appointed 
colonial governors to their posts. This was not always 
easy to arrange, and Col. Russell, appointed Governor of 
Barbadoes in 1693, had been particularly difficult to satisfy, 
as he wanted 200 tons of shipping, to carry two coaches; 
twenty-one horses; thirty-two servants; twenty chaldrons 
of coal; and other household impedimenta - besides himself 
and his family.^ In April 1697 the Clerks of the Council 
petitioned for and were allowed to keep their extra salary,
"for their Pains and Care in the Dispatch of the Business 
of Trade and Plantations coming to the Councill Board from 
the Committee formerly appointed for that Service. And for 
the Transmission and Dispatch of Business to the said Committee^ '^ 
Although the Board of Trade had its own Secretary and office 
staff, the Clerks of the Council claimed that "The said 
Business is not Lessened to the said Clerks, but rather 
Encreased by the present Co n s ti tu t i o n. It  is significant 
of the close ties between the Council and the Board, and of
1. ]?. C. 2y/75, :)5 C).
2. P. C.
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generally smooth co-operation between them, that Blathwayt, 
Clerk of the Council and Secretary to the Committee for 
Trade and Plantations, became a member of the Board of 
Trade.^
Other outlying territories, Scotland, Ireland, and 
the Channel Islands, took up between them almost as much of 
the Council's time as the plantations. With Scotland, indeed, 
there was comparatively little business, as the Scottish 
Privy Council was still extant. The contrast between 
Scotland and Ireland was vividly put by the writer who 
compiled precedents about the Lords Justices. He said,
"The Lords Justices in King William's time had little to do 
with Scotland, while the then Council Subsisted the King was 
informed of their affairs by the. Scotch Secretary, who 
transmitted to them the King's orders ... In Ireland the 
chief Governor there communicated affairs immediately to the 
Lords Justices, and received all orders from them ... the
Lords Justices sent to the King to know his pleasure, and
2having received it they signified it into Ireland." The 
relationship of the Privy Council to Scotland and to Ireland 
was the same, mutatis mutandis, as that of the Lords Justices.
1. Blathwayt is named as one of "a small group of minor
statesmen" who supported Godolphin in framing naval 
policy in the latter part of V/illiam's reign. Bassett,
W.G. English Naval Policy in the Caribbean, 1698-1703 
B.I.H.R. XI, (1933/34J 122.
2. S.P. 44/72, 295.
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Irish affairs were particularly important in this
reign. The Irish Committee was the first to he appointed by
William, and handled a great deal of business in the early
part of the reign.^ The inspection and amendment of Irish
legislation continued a preoccupation of the Committee and
the Council after the period of the emergency had passed.
Irish Civil and Military Establishments were also approved 
2in Council. Petitions about Irish estates, and for 
rewards for service in Ireland were common. The Council 
entered into such minute detail as to provide for William 
Irwyn, a boy who carried messages into and out of Londonderry 
during the seige, annually authorizing payments for his 
"meat, drink, washing, lodging, and schooling,"^ and finally 
fitting him out as an apprentice in an East India ship.^
On 21 December I69I a Declaration confirming the 
Articles of Limerick was read and approved,^ and on 
14 January 1692 a warrant was ordered to be prepared for 
ratifying the Articles of Galway, as well as confirming a 
clause "casually omitted by the writer in the ingrossing" 
of the Articles of Limerick.^ This last phrase conceals a 
see Chapter 2, above, P.55-61.
2. (2.25. .
3. ]?. (2. , (s-tc;.
4. Ibid., 419,
!). ]?. . 2!//74-, :3!35.
6. Ibid., 309, 310.
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considerable controversy.^ The effect of the clause was 
to extend the benefit of the second article of the treaty 
to all those who were under the protection of the Jacobite 
forces in the counties of Limerick, Cork, Clare, Kerry and 
Mayo, at the time when the Articles were signed - a valuable 
concession, it seemed to extremist Protestant opinion in 
Ireland and England, and one which was attacked as fraudulent. 
When a Bill for confirming the Articles was sent over from 
the Irish to the English Council in 1697, the clause was 
omitted. The English Council held up the Bill pending an 
explanation from Ireland, and later referred the whole matter 
to the King. William decided to approve the Bill as it
2
was, and so it passed without the clause, in September 1697.
"In the following months the English Privy Council seems to 
have tried to work the omitted clause into a Bill for 
preserving the King's p e r s o n . T h i s  particular Bill failed 
to pass the Irish House of Lords, so the missing clause was 
never recognised by statute. It appears that William's 
policy was to appease the militant Protestants by not insisting 
on the clause, but to take no advantage of those Catholics 
who may have been protected by it
1. Simms, J.G. The Williamite Confiscation in Ireland,
1690-1703 (1955; 55:
2. Ibid., 55-63.
3. Ibid., 63.
4* Ibid., 63-65•
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There were other difficulties during this reign in 
the passing of Irish Bills. The procedure was slow. As 
long ago as 1675, Essex, as Lord Lieutenant, had written to 
Danby that "a Parliament here cannot be called under lesse 
then five or six months preparation in regard of the formes 
necessary thereunto for the bills must be prepared and passe 
in Councill here and transmitted into England and passed in 
Councill there and remitted back hither all which will 
require some space of time. In 1692, Secretary Nottingham, 
writing to the Lord Lieutenant, made the point that there
2
could be only one transmission of bills, in a single batch; 
and he later deprecated the "pretence" of the Irish House of 
Oonmions to ignor Poyning's Act in the case of money bills. ^ 
Sidney wrote from Dublin in January 1693 that the Irish 
Parliament "are as foolish and knavish as they were before", 
and were pressing their point about money Bills; he thought 
that the matter should be debated before the King in Council 
to clear the air and show what the King's right was.^ In 
September he said that the "miscarriage of the parliament" 
was due to the question of money hills, and Kottingham now
1. B.M. Egerton MSS. 3327, Leeds Papers IV, Special
Correspondence 4, Bundle of letterw from Essex.
2. Gal. S.P. Dorn., 1691-1692, 421.
3. Ibid., 494.
4. Ibid., 1693, 22.
5. Ibid., 320.
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replied that such Bills should he submitted as paper drafts,
(instead of as formal documents on parchment), so that the
two governments could each make what changes they wanted.^
The English Council's consideration of Irish Bills
was no matter of form, for changes were frequently made in
them. For instance, on 29 June 1695 Secretary Trumbull
wrote to the Lord Deputy that seven Bills had been considered
2
in Council the day before, and various alterations made;
it was then debated whether the first six Bills should be
returned by themselves, but after long consideration of
Poyning's Act it had been decided that they should be held
for the moment, as only one lot of Bills ought to be sent
over by the English Council between the issuing of writs for
the Irish Parliament and its meeting.^ Again, on 5 November,
he reported to Shrewsbury about the detailed consideration
that had been given to the Irish Poll Bill.^ Another matter
under consideration was a petition by Lord Antrim and two
others, on behalf of the Roman Catholics of Ireland, saying
that they were adversely affected by the Bills, contrary to
the intention of the Articles of Limerick, and that they had
been denied a sight of the Bills in Ireland.^ Other 
I: 5al. S.P."DomT, ' 16931 367.
2. P . C . 2!//7(), ]L5»]L.
3. H.M.C. 75, Downshire, I, Pt.I, 488.
4. Ibid., Pt.II, 580.
5- Ibid., Pt.I, 488.
H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House), II, Pt.I, 197.
. ]?. (3 » ;)//7(5, ]L!>;2 eiiici
R.C. 4/1, Privy Council Minutes, 2 July 1695.
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authorities than the Privy Council might he asked to give 
an opinion on Irish Bills, as the Board of Trade was in the 
case of the Bill for a Linen Manufacture in 1697*^ That 
year Secretary Vernon wrote to the Lords Justices of Ireland 
to complain "that the Lords of His Majesties Most Honourable 
Privy Council having observed that there has been irregular 
steps taken in preparing and transmitting Bills out of
2
Ireland," requested them to observe the correct forms.
On the whole, the machinery for the government of
Ireland does not seem to have been very efficient, and the
Privy Council does not deserve much credit for its part in
the direction of Irish affairs. Parliamentary enquiries
into Irish mismanagement in the early part of the reign were
motivated by political considerations, chiefly a desire to
embarrass the ministers, but they were not unjustifiable as
investigations of an inefficient administrative system. If
the Irish Lands Trustees of the latter part of William's
reign were similar to the Commissioners of Wool and the
projected Council of Trade, as reassertions of Parliament's
power as against the King - in the case of Ireland the
Council did not succeed in frustrating their designs.
There is a slight similarity too between the administrative
mchinery for Ireland and the Board of Trade, in that, just
1- B.M. Add. MSS. 40778, 25.
2. Ibid., 14 V.
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as Blathwayt was a Clerk of the Council and a member of the 
Board of Trade, so Sir Robert Southwell, the ex-Cle rk of the 
Council, was Secretary of State for Ireland from I69O to 
1702, and was succeeded in the place by his son Edward 
Southwell, who was also a Clerk of the Council. But whereas 
Blathwayt was active in the business of the Board, the 
Secretaryships which the Southwells held were sinecures, 
except when Sir Robert accompanied William to Ireland in
1690 J
The Privy Council's part in the government of the
Channel Islands was not confined exclusively to the hearing
of appeals from the Royal Courts of Jersey and Gurnsey.
That practice was indeed important in its way, and it may have
provided the precedent for the setting up of the Committee
for Hearing Appeals from the Plantations. When cases were
heard before the Committee for Jersey and Gurnsey, the
verdict was reported to the Council for confirmation. The
Committee was virtually the same as the Committee for Trade
and Plantations, but, since Channel Island business was not
very extensive, there was no special office equivalent to
the Plantation Office. The Committee and the Council
nevertheless dealt with a variety of matters relating to the
!• cf. Wood, H. "The Office of Secretary of State for 
Ireland and Keeper of the Signet or Privy Seal" 
Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy XXXVIII 
(]LS)2 8//C)) 5 ]_.
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Islands, such as their defenceJ the prevention of illicit
2
trade with France; the appointment of some officials 
there ;^  and the provision of a Chaplin to do duty in the 
Islands.^ A persistent difficulty was the friction between 
the inhabitants of the Islands and the soldiers of the 
garrisons there. The islanders complained, among other 
things, that the soldiers refused to pay their debts, and 
on one occasion the Agent of the Earl of Bath's Regiment had 
to be ordered by the Council to settle bills outstanding in 
Jersey.^ Such complaints were not paralleled to any extent 
in England. Arising out of them, Regulations were drawn 
up governing the conduct of troops, and arrangements were
7
made for their accommodation in Jersey and Gurnsey. The 
quarrel between the inhabitants - of Jersey and the Earl of 
Bath's Regiment was a sad one, considering that the arrival 
of the Regiment, commanded by the Sari's nephew Sir Bevil 
Grenville, had been welcomed, for at their "coming the Papists
o
were disarmed, and the Island was secured for the Prince." 
There had been a danger that James 11 might make a last
1. P.C. 2/75, 127.
2. e.g. P.C. 2/74, 146. It was in 1689 that the Islands lost
their "Privilege of Neutrality", and trading with Prance 
first became illegal. Balleine, G.H. A History of the 
Island of Jersey (1950) 235.
3- eTi: PTC: 2/75, 115. 4. P.C. 2/74, 42.
5. e.g. P.C. 2/74, 45 etc.
6. P.C. 2/74, 203.
T* Ibid., 78.
o. Palle, P. An Account of the Isle of Jersey (1694) 44.
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stronghold of the Channel Islands, as the Royalists had done 
in the Civil War, Philip Palle wrote, "The Preservation 
of the Isle of Jersey, in the late amazing Revolution, is, 
under God, chiefly ov/ing to the great prudence and Resolution 
of our Magistrates. There was then a Popish Commander, a 
Popish Priest, and many Popish soldiers, in Elizabeth Castle, 
Men that had Temptations and Opportunities enough ... to 
have called in the Prench ... But matters were so managed, 
that the Inhabitants were admitted to mount the Guard in 
the Castle by equal proportions with the soldiers . . . v/hich 
secured that strong Portress against any Design v/hich that 
Party may't have had to deliver it up to the Enemy.
Among all signs of contraction in Council business, 
the complete cessation of interference with the composition 
of municipal corporations by Orders in Council is the most 
conspicuous; but this was because that type of activity 
ceased, not because it was taken over by another agency of 
government. In general, the Council still maintained its 
interest in local affairs. Even some charter business still 
came before it, though such cases were survivals from the 
chaos of James II's last two years, or routine petitions for 
new incorporations and such like. An example of a 
corporation whose difficulties came to the Council was
!• Palle, P. An Account of the Isle of Jersey (1694) 43-44.
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Colchester. The town's charter had been surrendered in
f
1684, "through the concurring sync chancy of its governors
with the despotic will of the monarch,and a new one issued
reserving to the crown the right to remodel 1he membership of
the corporation, which right James II had made use of. In
1693 the town was restored to its ancient privileges,
William and Mary's letters patent "reciting word for word
the first charter of Charles II, and amply and absolutely
2
renewing and confirming it." But the municipal authorities
failed to conduct their elections in proper form, and a series
of quarrels finally culminated in another trial of the charter
by quo warranto in 1742.  ^ The immediate dispute was about
the office of Recorder. Edward Southwell, detailing the
case in an account of a debate about it in Council, says,
"Upon the Revolution, the Government being in some disorder,
By order from hence they went and chose some officers as
a Recorder one Eldred who now sues to be nominated in the
new charter according to his Majestys Right upon Charters of
Confirmation or C r e a t i o n . W h e n ,  in 1692 the corporation
of Nottingham petitioned for the restoration of the ancient
privileges "which they or their Predecessors enjoyed before
!• Cromwell, T. History and description of the ancient town 
and borough of Colchester^ (1825; T] T53.
2. Ibid., II, 259.
3. Ibid., I, 164.
4-' ]3. AG. jLclcl. AKfSfS. :)4.:35(3, (3. c):C. ]?. (2. ;2//'75 , [L'y;).
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the Surrender thereof, with their late Charter, by some of
the Burgesses of the said Town without the consent of the
majority"the case appeared to be so complicated that
the Council had to ask the opinion of the judges, "Whether
2
there be any Corporation now subsisting in Nottingham?"
As well as showing the confusion caused by the policies of
Charles II and James II, charter business that came before
the Council in William's reign shows that the new government
was trying to deal with the corporations strictly according
to law, in spirit as well as letter.
Interference with the membership of corporations
ceased, but William's government continued the practice of
reforming the Commissions of the Peace and other local
appointments.^ The Revolution ..was not made the opportunity
for a great purge of the minor offices, and a Proclamation 
14-
on ^February 1689 continued in their places all Protestant 
Sheriffs, J.P.'s, and revenue officials who had held office 
at the beginning of the previous December;"^ but some changes 
were inevitable. In August 1689 the King asked Halifax to 
"tell Mr. Bridgeman that there was such a clamour against 
Ring James's Justices, that for the present he could not 
make him one" The putting in and out of J.P.'s was not
u  P.O. 33?: T. Ibid., 367"
3* e.g. Thomas Stuntney to be put out of the Commission of
the Peace for Ely. P.C. 2/73, 148.
P.C. 2/73, 3» cf. Browning, A. Thomas Osborne, Earl of 
Danby and Duke of Leeds (1951, Glasgow; I, 440.
3• Poxcroft, H.C. The Life and Letters of Sir George Savile,
Bt. 1st Marquis of Halifax (1898) II, 230.
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confined to the early days of the reign. After the
Assassination Plot there were wholesale removals of J.P. *s
and Deputy Lieutenants. A letter of 30 April 1696 instructed
the Lord Lieutenants to make returns of the "Names of such
of the Deputy Lieutenants, Militia Officers and Justices
of the Peace who did refuse or willfully Neglect to signe
the voluntary Association.Vernon wrote on 28/29
September, "The Council had this evening before them the
returns from Suffolk; there are some removed, but who they
2
are I know not." Another letter from the Council asking
for lists of Deputy Lieutenants was sent out on 11 April
4
1700,'^  and the whole Council was appointed a Committee to
inspe c t the re turns.
The Committee suggested that, "such Persons who have
been put out of the Commission of the Peace and Lieutenancy
by Order of the Council, since the 30th April 1696, and
have at any time Qualified themselves by taking the Oaths
and signing the Association be Restored; And in order
thereunto, that letters be writt to the respective Lord
lieutenants the Custodes Rotulorum and Orders sent to the
Judges that went the last Circuit ... Directing them to
consider ... and thereupon return an account to this Board
1- P.O. 2/76, 417.
James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of 
William III: 1696-1706 (IÜ41; TTll.
3. PTCV 2/78, 4.----------
4. Ibid., 13,
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of such persons ... as may be fit to be continued or 
Restored ... and further that they Recommend such others 
of Qualities and Estates as may be fit to be put into the 
said Commissions. Their Lordships are also of opinion that 
the fees for putting Persons in the Commissions of the 
Peace, should be very moderate. Some Lord Lieutenants
p
replied fully, but others were apparently not so 
conscientious - Vernon wrote to Shrewsbury that, "If you 
write at all, you need only send a list of Deputy Lieutenants, 
if you would have any added; or otherwise, the returns of
some Lord Lieutenants have been, that there needs no
alterations.
An altogether more formal procedure was the annual
pricking of the names of the Sheriffs. Southwell, in his
"Kalendar having what things generally come before the
Council Board in their respective Months", describes how,
on 3 November, "the Lords of the Councill go to the Exchequer -
where all the Judges are present, and there out of a list of
6 for each County prick 3 for Sheriffs to be offer'd to his
Majesty. At a Council meeting the king made the final
choice, out of the three names put forward. In November 1695
1* B.C. 2/78, 16. Letters and orders sent out in accordance
with the Committee's report, 2 May 1700. Ibid., 17-19#
2. e.g. the Duke of Newcastle. H.M.C. 29, Portland, I, 179
3. James, G.P.R. op. cit.. Ill, 109-
4. B.M. Add. MSS. 3434$, 16.
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Trumbull, who was the Secretary of State at Whitehall, gave
Shrewsbury, who was in attendance on the King, the news that
the Sheriff of Pembroke had died before he received a writ
for holding a parliamentary election, and sent the Sheriffs
Roll for the King to prick a successor.^ Shrewsbury
replied that "The King has named George Lloyd ... Esquire,
to be Sheriff of Pembroke, but, having never pricked
sheriffs but in Council, is doubtful whether the forms
allow it to be done elsewhere. The Lord Keeper and
2Mr Attorney's opinion is to be taken." Whatever the 
outcome of this particular incident, the usual practice was 
unaffected. The pricking in Council enabled Councillors to 
help their friends by pressing for them to be included in 
or excluded from the list, which probably accounts for the 
large numbers usually present at these meetings. In the 
reign of Charles II, Secretary Jenkins had written to one 
correspondent, " 'Tis expected the Sheriffs will be pricked 
tomorrow night at Council. I shall be ready to do you all 
the service I can, though I think there is no danger of 
your being chosen this year"^; and to another, "The 
Sheriffs are not yet pricked, but His Majesty on my sending 
to him your letter to me was so well satisfied as to declare
1* H.M.C. 75, Downshire, I, Pt.II, 580.
2. H.M.C. 45, Buccleuch (Montagu House), II, Pt.I, 255.
3. Gal. S.P.Bom., 1680-1681, 558.
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Sir E.A. should he the man. When my Lord of Bath had
seconded this, I doubt not it will be as you desire.
On 2 Eebruary 1692 a Sheriff who refused to serve was ordered 
2
to do so. In Anne's reign there was to be more than one 
example of Sheriffs petitioning to be excused their duties, 
Henry Coope going so far as to say that "your Petitioner 
is a Person of small Estate of about 200 1. a year, which 
will be greatly encumbered by the Extraordinary charges of 
that office. And that he hath been for many years under 
Great Sickness, Weakness, and Indisposition of Body, And for 
a time so very lame, that he is necessitated to keep his 
house ... and is therefore very Unfitt to serve the said 
Office.
Circular letters from ..the Council to the Lord 
Lieutenants about the Commissions of the Peace are one 
example of a practice that became common in this reign.
Vdiereas in Charles II's reign there had been only one such 
letter addressed to the Lord Lieutenants, that about the 
Corporation A c t a n d  one in James's reign, that announcing 
the birth of the Prince of W a l e s a f t e r  the Revolution they 
were used frequently. Circular letters warned the Lord
1. Gal. 8.P.Bom., 1683-1684, 82.
2. P.G. 2/75, 86.
3# P.G. l/l. Bundle 5, 21 January 1703* cf. also,
P.C. 1/2, Bundle 9, 27 January 1709.
I:?: i U :
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Lieutenants of the danger of invasion and gave them orders 
about what defence measures they were to takeJ they 
solicited their help for raising seamen and recruiting for 
the army ; ^ they gave directions about the Militia;'^ and 
they ordered the Lieutenants to see that the oaths were 
tendered to persons suspected of disaffection to the 
government.In addition, letters were frequently sent 
to individual Lord Lieutenants, for instance, if there was 
a local disorder to put down.^ Often the circular letters 
were addressed to the Custodes Rotulorum, jointly with the 
Lord Lieutenants.
The Council's communications to the Lord 
Lieutenants are a sign of the increasing importance of that 
office, which was a feature of the later seventeenth century.^ 
There was a growing tendency for the office of Custodes 
Rotulorum to be joined to the Lieutenancy, "which at once 
increased its prestige and importance : the Lord Lieutenant
was now in a fair way to becoming the most important magistrate 
in the shire. But legally, he was vested with no control
1. e.g. P.C. 2/73, 499
2. e.g. P.C. 2/73, 399, 2/74, 101.
3. e.g. P.O. 2/74, 162.
4. e.g. P.C. 2/76, 345.
5. e.g. P.C. 2/75, 146.
6. Peyton, S.A. (ed) Minutes of Proceedings in Quarter
Sessions held for the Parts of Kesteven in the County 
of Lincoln l674-16'95~ll93l, luncoln Record bociety.
Vol. 25, Lincoln) T, xxxvi.
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over his colleagues: he was a justice with important
additional d u t i e s . A  letter to Danby in 1689 illustrates
particularly well how it was coming to be expected that the
Lord Lieutenant should be made Custodes Rotulorum also.
The Earl of Rutland wrote that he would be pleased to accept
the Lieutenancy of Leicestershire, "but when I reflect upon
my telling my Lord Shrewsbury and severall other Lords in
the House that I could not possibly serve the King as I
ought to do without being Custos Rotulorum too, I think I
must appeare very ridiculous to all, if I now accept the
Commission for the Lieutenancy without the other, and
therefore I do with all submission lay it at His Ifejesty's
2
feet with my most humble duty and service." Actually, 
his protestations were unsuccessful, and the Earl of 
Stamford became Custos of Leicestershire,^ but it was 
obvious in which direction the wind was blowing. In 1696 
the Lord Lieutenant was also Custodes Rotulorum in thirty- 
two countiesJ in 1700 the offices were separate in only 
sixteen counties.
1. Peyton, S.A. (ed) Minutes of Proceedings in Quarter
Sessions held for the Parts of Kesteven in the County 
of Lincoln 1674-1695 (1931, Lincoln Record Society,
7*01.25, line oln) 17 xxxvii.
2. B.M. Egerton MSS. 3337- Rutland to Danby, 20 July 1689
of. also his letter of 3 August 1689-
3. He is named as Custodes Rotulorum in several letters from
the Council, e.g. that at P.C. 2/75, 126.
4. P.C. 2/76, 432.
5. P.C. 2/78, 17.
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Of course, there was more to the position of
Lord Lieutenant than its formal powers indicate. It was
the personal standing of the great man in a county that
entitled him to the place and made him effective in it.
"His authority was neither independent nor despotic; hut
so long as he retained the favour of his sovereign, and
maintained reasonably good relations with the gentry, he
practically had at his disposal all deputy-lieutenancies,
commissions in the militia, positions on the local bench
and other distinctions on the enjoyment of which the credit
of local dignitaries was apt to depend. Thus his influence,
1
though indefinite and indirect, was immense." The Lord 
Lieutenant could therefore be a most useful agent of the 
government in the localities. William III was more sensible 
and more restrained in his dealings with the Lieutenants 
than James II had been, and so was able to make better use 
of them. At the beginning of the reign, however, some of 
the natural choices were not available. Clarendon wrote 
in his Liary in March 1689 that he was pressing Lord Abingdon, 
who had taken the oaths to King William, to accept the 
Lieutenancy of Oxfordshire, as otherwise "he would unavoidably
Browning, A. "Parties and Party Organization in the 
Reign of Charles II" T.R.H.S. 4th series, XXX, (1948) 
g 32.
see Chapter 4, above, p.;-i(e>.
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throw us under the government of Lord Lovelace." On the
other hand, Halifax recorded that the "K. made Lord de la
Mere, Lord Lieutenant of Cheshire, though with great
repugnance. That Lord said, hee would not value all the
2
K. could give him, except hee mi^t have that." In 1694 
Shrewsbury gave, by implication, the necessary qualifications 
of a Lord Lieutenant, when he disclaimed his own suitability 
to be continued as Lord Lieutenant of North V/ales, "where 
I have neither estate nor acquaintance, and consequently no 
interest to serve you, as one in that post ought to do.
In South Wales too, he said, "I know nobody, and am known 
to none. The gentlemen make a clamour that commissions 
are not given out for the militia and array; at the same time 
some refuse to serve ... If this honour and burden might be 
conferred upon my Lord Macclesfield, or some other who has 
leisure and opportunities to be acquainted with the gentlemen, 
it would be a service to your majesty, and a great ease to 
Me."^ In spite of the importance of the Lord Lieutenant, 
however, it was not yet inevitable that he was made a 
member of the Privy Council.^
1. Singer, S.W. The Correspondence of ... Clarendon and ...
Rochester; with the Diary of Lord Clarendon 1687-1690
11825; Ilf ZWT '
2. Poxcroft, H.C. op. cit., II, 209.
3. Coxe, W. op. cit., 37.
4. Ibid., 89.
5* e.g. of those to whom a letter was addressed on
20 Pebruary I69O, 13 out of 31 were not Privy Councillors, 
(of the 18 who were, 14 were present in Council when the 
letter was signed) P.C. 2/73, 388.
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The Council continued, much as before, to supervise 
local government matters - to exercise "minute control over 
the local administration."^ Letters and Orders were 
addressed to Sheriffs, J.P. 's, and town magistrates, as 
well as to the Lord Lieutenants and Custodes Rotulorum.
The topics dealt with were so varied that they defy a 
generalized description, and a catalogue would be out of 
place. A tendency that may be illustrated, however, was 
the Council's concern for the preservation of law and order, 
accompanied by the settling of extra-legal disputes and 
righting minor injustices. It was no small achievement 
that the country remained calm after the Revolution, and 
throughout the strains of William's reign, and the Council 
must be allowed a good part of the credit for the maintenance 
of law and order and good government.
At one of the earliest Council meetings of the 
reign, the Master General of the Ordnance was ordered to
2
cause an account to be taken of all the firearms in London.
On 8 March 1689 the Mayor, Sheriffs, and J.P.'s of Coventry 
were ordered to suppress and prosecute the rioters who had 
attacked Anthony Townsend, Esq., of Chilesmore House, and who 
“did in January last, with a great Rabble of Dissolute people.
Ogg, D. England in the Reigns of James II and William III 
(1955, Oxford; 334.
2. P.C. 2/73, 23.
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Riotously and forcibly enter upon the Premises, and
violently threw down and dug up the Quick Pences and ditches
about the same, threatening to fire the Petitioner in his
h o u s e ,vhereby he was forced to leave it to their fury, who
have since kept their Riotous possession, and now stock the
Petitioner's grounds with their own Cattle in contempt of
law and r i g h t . A  letter of 2 June I69O ordered the J.P.'s
of Montgomery to see to the keeping of the peace, after the
"severall Disorders ... lately committed ... in searching
2
Powis Castle." Mr. Serjeant Trenchard, Chief Justice of 
Chester, was asked to report upon an Inquisition of a riot 
there.^ Mr, Norris, a J.P. near Liverpool, was instructed 
to investigate a complaint by the seamen of the ship 'Exeter' 
against the master and crew of the 'Laurel'; he put George 
Livesey and others under bond to appear before the Council; 
but when they had been heard they v/ere discharged.^ In May
1697 the Mayor of Portsmouth was summoned to answer 
accusations contained in a memorial from the Admiralty that 
he and forty or fifty other persons committed "a very great 
and insolent Ryott" at His Majesty's Dockyard: when the
case was heard it turned out that the cause of the trouble 
had been the shutting of the Dock gate against the tovmsmen
1. P.O. 2/73, 30.
2. Ibid., 455.
3. Ibid., 503.
4. P.C. 2/74, 141, 153, 154.
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when they were perambulating their bounds, and the difference
was composed.^
In 1699 there were serious disorders in the Pens,
when "a Riotous and Tumultuous Assembly consisting of about
11,000 persons ... Levelled and Destroyed the Mills, Houses,
Barnes, Decoyes, Trees, Banks and whatsoever stands in their
way in Deeping Penn and Threaten to do further mischief
in other places." The High Sheriff and J.P. *s of Lincoln
were ordered to "use your utmost care and diligence herein
as you will Answer the Contrary at your perils"; and the
Lord Lieutenant was written to to lend his support to the 
2
magistracy. On 20 Pebruary 1696 the Council wrote to the 
J.P. 's of Sussex about "the Rescue of five Packs of Y/ool 
from John Bradley and other officers of that Port," Rye,
"who were assaulted beaten wounded and put in danger of 
their lives by a company of men between 30 and 40 in number, 
some on Horseback and others on foot armed with Pistolls 
Swords Quarterstaffs and other Weapons". When the J.P. *s 
made their reply. Lord Chief Justice Holt was ordered to 
see to the prosecution of the rioters.^ In May 1700 the 
Treasury was instructed to offer £100 reward for the 
discovery of some owlers who shot a man during a scuffle 
^ith one of His Majesty's Riding Officers of Customs and his
1. P.O. 2/77, 21, 29.
2. P.O. 2/77, 293, 294.
3. P.C. 2/76, 287, 350.
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Assistants;^ and in June that year £100 and a free pardon
was offered on the occasion of "a very extraordinary Assault
and Ryot made upon the Collectors and other officers of the
Customs belonging to the Port at Chester ... by a company
of men armed and in disguise who rescued out of the Possession
of the said Officers a parcell of V/ines by them seized,
beating, wounding and miserably abusing the said Officers
until they had rescued and carry'd off or staved the said 
2
Wines." The complaints of the Customsmen sound a little 
like Palstaff's "Pour rogues in buckram" and "Three
•5
misbegotten knaves in Kendal-green", but no doubt their 
substance was true, and the Council was performing a necessary 
service in supporting these useful but unpopular officials.
The announcement of peace in 1697 caused one riot. 
The Attorney General was told to investigate the report 
by the Mayor of Carlisle that some persons there created a 
riot, "threatening to break the windows of John Hicks for 
being illuminated upon that occasion. Causing candles to be 
put out and offering money to drink King James's health.
The Officers of the Board of Greencloth were several times 
called upon to perform their duties as justices for the 
neighbourhood of the royal palaces, by putting down coffee
1. ]p. c;. :2//78, 2/1.
2. Ibid., 54.
3. Shakespeare's King Henry IV, Pt.I, Act II, scene iv.
4. P.C. 2/77, llTT^ ---
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houses in Buckingham Courtpreventing the great concourse
2
of strangers in St. James's Park; and attending to the 
complaint of "Sir Edward V/ood Kt. Gentleman Usher dayly 
waiter to Her Majesty the Queen Dowager ... that the v/indows 
of his lodgings in Somersett House have been severall times 
broke on the 20th and 2?th of October and 4th of November 
... for putting up Lights in his windows upon those nights 
expressing thereby his dutiful rejoycing with the rest of 
His Majesty's good subjects for His Majesty's happy Return, 
and his Birth ... And also representing that Somersett House 
being one of Their Majesties Palaces noe Civil Magistrate 
can Enter therein to preserve the peace.
Other actions concerned with the preservation 
of law and order were the direction of 26 April 1689 that 
the Governor of Carlisle should arrest suspicious persons 
t h e r e t h a t  the judges of the Northern Circuit should 
tender the oaths to persons suspected of disaffection;^ 
that Sidney should "consider of some fitt Persons to be by 
his Lordship nominated to tender the oaths and Declaration 
unto Papists or reputed Papists as also to such as are 
suspected to be ill affected to the Government in and about
1. P.O. 2/73, 253.
2. Ibid., 308.
3. P.C. 2/75, 47.
4. P.C. 2/73, 83.
5. P.C. 2/73, 204-.
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the Citties of London and 'Westminster and County of Middlesex.^ 
A letter was written to the Lord President and Lord Lieuten­
ants of Wales saying, "Wee having received Information that 
severall Persons disaffected to Their Majesties Government 
have of late had frequent meetings in several parts of Wales, 
in order to the dishurhance of the Public Peace, V/ee 
hereby ... pray and require your Lordhsips ... to give Order 
to your respective Deputy Lieutenants to issue their Warrants 
to search for and secure the arms of dangerous and disaffected 
persons. And your Lordship is likewise to write to the 
Justices of the Peace to recommend it to Them in Their 
Majesties name that they forthwith tender the Oaths by law 
prescribed to all persons whom they shall suspect to be 
disaffected to the Government, and that they proceed with all 
vigour against such as shall refuse the same. And also 
that the said Justices tender the Test to such persons as 
they shall think fitt, in Order to Entitle Their Majesties 
to the Horses and Arms of such persons as shall refuse to 
subscribe the same." Such measures as these had to be 
redoubled at times of especial danger, as when an invasion 
was expected.^
Shortage of corn caused several local outbreaks of
1. P.O. 2/74, 149.
2. P.C. 2/75, 188.
3. see below, p.
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violence. On 4 May 1693 letters were sent to the Mayors 
and Aldermen of Worcester, Shrewsbury and Coventry, and to 
the Mayor and J.P.'s of Weymouth, and also to the Lord 
Lieutenants of V/orcester, Dorset, Shropshire and Essex, 
about riots made "under a false and scandalous pretence 
that Corn is bought up to be sent or exported into Prance. 
These letters were followed up in June by the issue of a 
Commission of Oyer and Terminer for the trial of those
"Riots and Misdemeanours and other Crimes and Offences lately
1 
3
2
committed", and on 15 Pebruary 1694 the Attorney General
was ordered to prosecute the chief rioters at Worcester. 
Meanwhile, Soloman de Medina had sent in a petition asking 
to be released from his contract for supplying "so much 
corne as will amount to the value of the Bread delivered to 
Their Majesty's Porces in Planders ... for that his Pactors 
in the Country being lookt on as the Cause of the dearness 
of Corne, are obliged to fly from the fury of the People.
In the summer of 1694 there were riots in Lincolnshire and 
Northampton, which brought similar letters from the Council 
to the Lord Lieutenants and local magistrates.^ In December 
1695 a petition from several Essex parishes "Represented to 
His Majesty in Council that severall Evill disposed persons
1. ]?. C. :2//75, 1/1(5.
2. Ibid., 166.
3. Ibid., 345.
Ibid., lis.
5- Ibid., 438-441
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have in a Riotous and Tumultuous manner stopt seised and
carryed away their Corne going to Market, burning their
Waggons, with the Furniture of their Horses, beating their
Servants and threatening to kill them and their Horses", so
on the 19th the Council wrote to the J.P. *s of Essex to
make enquiries and take action against the rioters.^ On
20 Pebruary 1696 "Sir John Sparrow and other His Majesty's
Justices of the Peace in Essex having this day presented to
the Board a Certificate of their Proceedings herein together
with the Inquiries of the Jury returned by the Sherif of
that County, with the Examinations of the Suffering Persons ...
It is thereupon Ordered ... that the said Certificate Inquiry
and Examination be put into the hands of His Majesty's
Attorney Generali who is to proceed against the offenders
2
with the utmost severity of Law." A letter was sent to
the Lord Lieutenant of Cornwall, on 28 March 1700, about a
riot at Truro, when a house was broken into and sacks of
wheat carried off.^ In July 1698 the Board of Trade had
been ordered to enquire into the reports of a shortage of corn,"^
1- P.C. 2/76, 236
2. Ibid., 287.
3. ]?. c. :2y/77, /13!9.
4. P.C. 2/77; 198. On the corn riots cf. Beloff, M.
i^blic Order and Popular Disturbances, 1660-1714
V1938, Oxford) 60-69. He says that the enquiries 
of the Board of Trade led to the revival of the
Assize of Bread by Act of Parliament in I709.
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and in October that year a Proclamation was issued against
"Porestallers, regraters, and ingrossers of corn", and
letters were written to the Custodes Rotulorum to put it
into effect,^ while the Customs Commissioners were ordered
2
to prevent the export of corn. So the Council was still
to some extent fulfilling its early seventeenth century role
of mitigating the worst effects of economic hardships. It
was certainly doing its best to see that the reluctant local
magistrate did his duty in keeping the peace.
On 19 Pebruary 1691 a Committee was appointed "to
consider Expedients for the better securing of the streets,
from Robbers, Preventing Burglarys, and redressing the
Disorders and abuses that are dayly committed, as well in
St. James's Park as in the s t r e e t s . I n  November 1698
the J.P. *s of Middlesex and Westminster were ordered to
prevent "divers loose and licentious meetings intended to be
held at pubick houses under pretence of dancing and
masquerades ... printed Bills appointing the time and place
of the said meetings having been this day produced at the
Board. All these examples show the continuing and active
1. P.C. 2/77, 249, 256, 258. cf. H.M.C. 29, Portland,
, I][, 3.78I.
P.C. 2/77, 261. cf. Lipson, E. The Economic History of
England (1943) II, 454.
3. PTcT 2/74, 125.
4. . C). :2//77, 2-71).
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interest of the Privy Council in Local affairs. It is 
true, however, that the Council was not now alone in doing 
this sort of work. The Secretaries of State concerned 
themselves with the details of local happenings, and, as 
information is a necessity to administration, knowing 
precedes doing - as they became better informed than the 
Council they tended to take this branch of government 
business out of its hands. Whereas in the earlier seven­
teenth century information came directly to the Council and 
appeals were made to it by anyone with a grievance, now 
the tendency was for information and complaints to be 
addressed to the Secretaries of State. Mr. Beloff concluded 
that, over the whole of the period from 1660 to 1714, while 
"matters affecting public order -.were discussed by the Privy 
Council ... The mainspring of the government’s action in 
this as in other domestic matters was, however, undoubtedly 
the office of the Secretaries of State.Sometimes, of 
course, the Secretaries acted through the Council, bringing 
information they had received to it for action. In spite 
of the growing scope of the Secretaries, the examples that 
have been quoted - by no means an exhaustive calendar - seem 
to show that the Council was still deeply involved in the
1. Beloff, M. op. cit., 140. He contrasts his view with 
that of the Webbs, who attributed a greater share of 
such business to the Council. Ibid., 134-135.
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business of directing local government.
Many local disputes were adjudicated by the
Council, acting in a quasi-legal capacity. A difference
between the Governor of Deal Castle and the late Lieutenant-
Governor was referred to a Committee of Council (that had
been appointed to report on the supply of coal to London),
to settle,^  and another dispute between the Lieutenant-
Governor of Dover Castle and the Clerk there was considered 
2
in Council. The Governor of Cowes Castle, in the Isle of 
Wight, was called upon to attend the Council to answer 
complaints made against him by Lieutenant Yi/alton of the 
naval ship 'Devonshire'.^  In August 1693 the ex-Clerk of 
the Lieutenancy of Nottingham was ordered to deliver up the 
books and papers in his possession, which he had refused to 
give to the Deputy Lieutenants, "and for want whereof the 
Militia cannot be raised without a new Survey. The Duke
of Devonshire, Lieutenant of Needwood forest, and the Earl 
of Stamford, Lord Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster, quarrelled about the office of "Surveyor of His 
Majesty's Forests or Ax Bearer in the said Dorset"and 
the Earl of Stamford was also involved in a dispute with
Sir Basil Firebrace about Enfield Chase.^ The Attorney
1- P.C. 2/74, 91, 105, 111, 113.
2. IT]]Lcl., :2(39.
3. ]?. C. , ]L29, l/t"?, ]L5 E».
4. Ibid., 191.
5. ]?. c. P/Z-rf, ]LC)6;.
Ibid., 290.
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General was ordered to make a report on the extent of the
Tower Liberty, when Lord Lucas complained that Sir James
Butler, Master of St Katherine's Ward, and the inhabitants
there came within the Liberty on Ascension Day when
perambulating their bounds.^
Among local grievances that came before the
Council was that of the inhabitants of two villages in East
Yorkshire, whose pasture rights were threatened because
"severall persons are endeavouring to gett all or the
greatest part of those sands ... seized into His Majesty's
2
hands as Derelict Lands from the Sea." The Aldermen of 
Coventry wrote to the Council "complaining against the
Commissioners for the Poll Act who are not Corporation Men,
But especially against Sir John 'Dugdale for causing the 
said Poll Act to fall short in raising the money that might 
be expected from it." Dugdale was sent for, and when he 
failed to justify himself before the Council Board, he was 
suspended for four months from his appointment as Norroy 
King at Arms.^ A petition complaining of the "unjust 
Proceedings" of two men, one of them a Wiltshire J.P., was 
referred to the Lord Keeper to consider.^ The Governor of 
Tynemouth Castle was accused of levying unjust dues : the
corporation of Newcastle complained "That the Trade of the
1- P.O. 2/74, 203.
2. P.O. 2/73, 426.
3. Ibid., 437, 445, 522.
4- P.O. 2/75, 162.
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said Town hath been much discouraged and lessened by the 
practices of Colonel Villers the present Governor of 
Tynemouth, who under pretence of granting Passes to forreign 
ships coming into the Port of the said Town compells the 
Commanders to pay a certain Duty (never before heard of) 
or he will not suffer them to come into the said harbour."
He was ordered by the Council, after hearing the case put 
by both sides, to desist from taking money.^ The Attorney 
General was ordered to investigate a petition that said 
that some confidence tricksters had persuaded the tenants 
of a Mr Walmsley's estate in Lancashire that his lands had 
been "forfeited and seized ... to Their Majesties use as 
Lands given to superstitous uses, and forced severall of the 
said Tenants to enter themselves Tenants to the Crown, and 
pay Monies by way of Attonement, whereby in the absence of 
the said Mr V/almsley they have desseized him of his 
Freehold.
When a complaint was made of the conduct of 
Mir Hastings, a Deputy Vice-Admiral of Suffolk, it was referred 
to the Admiralty "to cause the Matters therein alleaged to 
be fully examined and thereupon to proceed according to 
Justice and as they Shall judge requisite for the good of
I).C. 2)//75, 172, :2:2()
2. Ibid., 173.
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Their Majesties service. The Lord Mayor and Court of 
Aldermen of London were caused to attend the Council "about 
cutting downe and destroying a pair of Staires and Causey 
lately erected by Sir Thomas Mompresson ... into the Thames, 
by vertue of His majesty's Order in Council of 20th 
July 1697," and it was ordered that the Attorney and 
Solicitor General should "take effective care ... for giving 
Liberty to erect the said Staires and Causey, by such
2
Prosecution in His Majesty's Name as they shall judge fitt." 
The Mayor of Hereford was required to answer a deposition 
that stated that he obstructed the prosecution of wool 
smugglers, and when appealed to for his assistance against 
them "did declare, he would not encourage or give toleration 
to such officers in those p a r t s T h e  Council took the 
initiative in dismissing V/illiam John, a Messenger, for 
failing to execute a Warrant,^  and at a later date Rules 
were made for the passing of Messengers' Bills.
There was another and more important aspect of 
the Council's semi-legal work than this settling of minor 
disputes and disciplining of recalcitrant local officials.
The arrest and examination of persons by the Council was by 
0^ means a thing of the past, or even unusual. Three rather
1. P.O. 2/75, 492.
2. P.C. 2/77, 249.
3. Ibid., 372.
4. P.C. 2/76, 451.
5. P.C. 2/77, 379.
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similar examples may be cited - that of Captain Holman, who
had tortured a Swedish prisoner;^ that of one Baber, for
2
rifling a neutral ship; and that of Captain Cadman, 
privateer, for his "riotous conduct" in boarding the ship 
•Fredrick Another instance of the use of this power
was when on 24 October 1689 Mr Robert Wrightson was summoned 
to attend the Council because he "not only denyed his payment 
to the first assessment towards the aid lately granted Their 
Majesties by Act of Parliament, but threatened and discour­
aged the officers collecting thereof, and arrested a Constable 
and one of the collectors who distreyned for the same.'* He
was committed to the Gatehouse P r i s o n . I n  particular, 
persons v/ho uttered libels were liable to be brought before 
the Council, examined, and most probably committed to prison. 
This aspect of the government's control of the press was 
not to become the exclusive concern of the Secretaries of 
State until after the end of the seventeenth century.^
More spectacular was the use of Council Warrants 
for the arrest and committal of important personages, like 
Clarendon, Ailesbury and others in 1690,^ and Huntingdon, 
Marleborough and others in 1 6 9 2 , for "suspicion of High
1. ]?. C. P/Z-fzL, :)79.
2. Ibid., 327.
3. Ibid., 484.
4. P. C . , 276, :3]L]L.
^' Hanson, L. Government and the Press, 1695-1763 
. (1936, Oxford) 46. "
6. P.O. 2/73, 485.
7. P.O. 2/74, 387.
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Treason and Treasonable practices." Torrington was also
arrested on a Council 'Warrant after the Battle of Be achy
Head.^ The House of Lords questioned the Council's powers
to arrest for "high crimes and misdemeanours", and entered
in their Journals the Resolution "That the Committment of
the Earl of Torrington by the Privy Council for High Crimes
and Misdemeanours was a breach of the Privilege of this
House; which they think fit to enter on their Books, that
2
the same may not be drawn into Example for the future."
The judges, v/hen called upon by the House of Lords, had 
given their opinion "That the Privy Council have a Power 
of Committment; but as to a Peer, they give no Opinion.
Perhaps it was this resolution that prompted the passing of 
a Bill of Indemnity "for preventing suits against such as 
acted for Their Majesties Service, in Defence of the 
Kingdom," in November 1 6 9 2 Ailesbury seems to be referring 
to this Bill when he says that he challenged Nottingham for 
signing the warrant for arresting him for High Treason:
“He .,. asked me why I would attack him singly. I answered 
that perhaps not one of the others understood law, or very 
little of it, but he, being a consummate one, he should pay
1. 1). C. , 471).
2. L.J. XIV, 525, 527. cf. Turberville, A.S. The House
of Lords in the Reign of William III (1913, Oxford) 67.
3- L.J. XIV, 527
4. L.J. XV, 114, 125, 130, 174.
292
for the rest ... about November, a bill was brought in to
indemnify the Lords of the Council for having signed warrants
for to arrest persons for high treason etc., and the bill
passed the assent very soon, and all the Lords of the Council
rose up, as is customary, and bowing to the King by way of
thanks; after which my Lord Nottingham said he defied me
now. I only added ... Sin no more, lest v/orse harm come
to y o u . T h e  lords took the opportunity, at the second
reading of the Bill of Indemnity, to insert a clause "to
prevent Imprisonment by the Council in the Time of immenent
Danger for the future, by tendering the Oath already made,
2
or any other Oath established by Parliament."
Clarendon and Ailesbury both wrote accounts of 
their arrest and detention. Invl690 Ailesbury gave himself 
up, and when he came before the Council, "all the Lords stood 
up ( and so until I went out) and the Lord President ... 
told me that the Queen was sorry that dinner was on the table 
so soon, for that she had designed to tell me herself ... 
that she took most kindly my surrendering myself ... and that 
it was her express command that I should be treated with all 
distinction," and to Lord Chief Justice Holt he "added, "My 
lord you are only to take bail for form sake." ... I made my 
How and had great returns from the greater part with agreeable
Ailesbury, T. Memoirs; written by himself (1890, 
Roxburghe Club] 262.
L.J. XIV, 130.
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countenances.”^  Clarendon, on the other hand, found
himself in the Tov/er, from June until August, and his wife
had to petition the Council in person before she was allowed
to visit him: "lord Nottingham had her petition three
weeks, and had not the humanity to deliver it; and used
2
her most scurvily when she went to him.” In I69I 
Clarendon was arrested on a warrant signed by the Earl of 
Nottingham, and "was carried before the cabinet council 
and examined” before being committed to the Tower.^
Similarly, at the time of the Assassination Plot, Ailesbury 
was arrested on a warrant signed by Trumbull : ”1 was called
into the Council where I upbraided him sufficiently”, he
says, but he was sent to the Tower all the same.^
Apart from commitment : to prison, the Council never 
imposed any punishments. Even when one of its members was 
assaulted in his own house it was unable to do more than 
commit the culprit. The case of the Duke of Bolton became 
embarrassing when he refused to accept the apology of his 
assailant, Mr. Mompesson. Southwell says, ”Mr Roger 
Mompesson having beaten and abused the Duke of Bolton, was
1. Ailesbury, T. op. cit., 263.
2. Singer, S.W. The Correspondence of ... Clarendon and ...
Rochester: with the Diary of Lord Clarendon, I687-I69O
 ^ II, 327.-------- ------------------ -----------
3. Ibid., 330.
4. Ailesbury, T. op.cit., 374.
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sent for in custody by a Messenger. And having by an
humble pen,^ begged pardon of the Board and desired their
intercession with his Grace. The B. not being Content
therewith, but pressing the matter should be pusht as far
as it could - 'Twas debated what could be done - and all
the Power the Council have in such cases, as to offences
relating to members of their Body is to send for them into
custody - to Committ them to the Gatehouse (which is commonly
the Counci11 Prison; tho' they can send to Newgate or Tower
in higher matters) and to order Mr Attorney to draw an
information, and prosecute him next term. As to what
related to the affront, as a private person my Lord Duke has
2
his action at law against him.” It was after Guiscal^d 
had wounded Harley, during an examination in the Cabinet 
Council in 1711, that it became a felony, without benefit of 
clergy, to make an attempt upon the life of a Privy Councillor 
in execution of his office.^  In another place Southwell 
remarks that ”the penalty is great if the Counci11 Board 
meddle with any decision of P r o p e r t y . T h e  final clause 
of the Act that abolished arbitrary courts in 1641 had 
declared "that neither his majesty nor his privy council have 
or ought to have any jurisdiction, power or authority ... to 
1* petition.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 34350, 9.
3‘ 9 Anne, c. XX.
B.M. Add. "MSS. 34349, 21.
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examine or draw into question, determine, or dispose of the 
lands, tenements, hereditaments, goods or chattels of any 
of the subjects of this kingdom, but that the same ought to 
be tried and determined in the ordinary courts of justice 
and by the ordinary course of the law.
V/ithin these limits there was still quite a lot
the Council could do. Its activities as a court of appeal
for overseas territories have been mentioned. The Privy
Councillors as a body were also appointed Commissioners for
2Hearing Prize Appeals. V/illiam had decided to "have only 
Privy Councillors to be Commissioners of Prizes. Perhaps 
the largest single sort of business handled by the Council 
was the hearing of petitions, which involved a sort of 
judicial procedure. One group of petitions, chosen at 
random, comprised these subjects: a dispute about offices
in the Dutchy of Lancaster; a petition for reward or 
employment from Bathazar St. Miche11, Pepys* brother-in-law;
1. 16 Charles I, c. X
2. e.g. P.C. 2/75, 144. cf. Marsden, R.G. Documents
Relating to the Law and Custom of the Sea (1916,
Publications of the Navy" Records Society, Vol. 50}
II, xxii, 227. He says that the records of the 
Lords of Appeal are not well preserved. Ibid., viii.
3. Poxcroft, H.C. op.cit., II, 214.
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a plea for charity from someone who had "lost all in a fire"; 
a request for help in obtaining payment of a debt. Petitions 
were usually referred to a Council Committee or some other 
government department, but some were settled directly by 
the Council and others came back with a report from the 
authority to whom they had been referred and action was taken 
on them by the Council.^ The Council supervised the issue 
of Patents, and settled the disputes arising out of them.
Among the Unbound Papers of the Council is one that says, 
"Inventions etc. have at all times past in Councill as well 
as at Sec’arys Office", and cites examples from 1689 to 1718.
On 14 September 1693 a Committee was appointed "to examine 
the Business of Proving Great Guns";  ^ in other words to 
decide with the officials of the : Admiralty and Ordnance 
whether the prototype of a new cannon was what v/as wanted.
It was still the practice of the Council also to order the 
granting of Noli Prosequis, Commissions of Review, and 
similar injunctions
1. see also Chapter 8, below, p.
2. P.C. 1/13, Bundle 62, 17.
3. P.C. 2/75, 223.
4. e.g. A Noli Prosequi for the inhabitants of Chelsea who
had been indicted at a Grand Inquest for not repairing
the highway over Kensall Green. P.C. 2/75, 499.
A Commission of Review for It.hemp in a case about a 
will. P.C. 2/75, 66, 182.
cf. "Precedents of Orders in Council for granting noli 
prosequis", 1670-1742 ; and a list of Commissions of 
Review granted, referred to the Lord Chancellor or Keeper 
and never reported on, and refused, 1692 to 1786.
P.C. 1/13, Bundle 63, 1, 6. On 23 Pebruary 1693 the
Commissioners of the Great Seal were ordered to issue a 
Commission of Oyer and Terminer for the trial of a man for 
High Treason in Newcastle. P.C. 2/75, 99.
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On 22 September 1692 a petition was received from 
"Sir George Porter, Vicechamberlain to Her Majesty the 
Queen Dowager, Setting forth that the Commissioners of 
Sewers in the County of Lincoln have made Lawes for the 
perpetuall running of water ... And humbly praying Her 
Majesty^s Royall Assent to the said lawes, that the same may 
be perpetuall. It is this day ordered ... That it be 
Referred to the Right Honourable the Lord Chief Justice Holt 
who calling to his assisstance such of the Judges as he 
shall think, with Their Majesty's Counsell learned, is to 
examine and consider the matter ... and to Report what 
they conceive fitt for Her Majesty to do t h e r e i n . T h i s  
may serve as an example of semi-legal business, and of the 
Council's normal method of dealing with petitions. At a 
later date the Council ordered an alteration to be made in 
the membership of the Commission of Sewers in Lincolnshire, 
perhaps as a result of the disorders that had occured in 
the Penlands. On 21 May 1691 the Attorney General was 
ordered to take action on behalf of "Elizabeth Allen wife 
of Stephen Allen seamean on board Their Majesties ship the 
Warspite," who complained, "that Henry Rynell Esq. Lord of 
the Manor of Shepperton in the County of Middlesex disturbs
1. P.C. 2/74, 501.
2. P.C. 2/78, 56. of. above, p.2,7^ .
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the peaceable possessing of one small Messuage or Tenement
known by the name of the Perry House ... which her said
husband and his Predecessors have by copy of Court Roll,
ever since Queen Elizabeth Reigne been lawfully entitled
to. The magistrates at Bristol claimed pov/ers of Vice-
2
Admiralty jurisdiction, which claim the Attorney and 
Solicitor General were ordered to investigate: it was
disallowed, and on 15 December 1692, v/hen authorizing the 
Admiralty to send Press Warrants to Bristol, the Council's 
directions added that they were to "take care that the 
Juridiction of the Lord High Admiral be directly put in 
Execution at B r i s t o l . A  Commission of Oyer and Terminer 
for the trial of pirates was appointed by the Council in 
1694. The judges were generally given their instructions 
in Council, before they set out on their Circuits.^
All this legal work was only a shadow of what had 
been done by Star Chamber. Nevertheless, the Privy Council 
was still acting as a useful auxiliary to the Common Law 
Courts, its flexibility allowing it to deal with new types
1. P.C. 2/74, 177.
2. Marsden, R.G. op. cit., xiv, on Vice-Admiraltv Courts.
3. P.C. 2/74, 1591"" 23^ ', 263, 454.
4. P.C. 2/75, 53.
5. Ibid., 271, 277, 300, 315, 531. A separate Commission
was issued for the Cinque Ports. P.C. 2/75, 345.
o. Several sets of Instructions are brought together in the 
Unbound Papers of the Council. P.C. 1/1 Bundles 1 & 2 
cf. Ogg, D. op. cit., 333.
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of business and many awkward matters that did not lend
themselves easily to Common Law litigation. Its status
as a court is reflected in the Order of 31 October 1689
that counsel should be limited to two on either side in
any case, with one extra on each side "for reading such
evidences and Proofs as there shall be occasion to make
use o f a n d  by Southwell's note that "No lawyer (as so)
2
can plead at the Board, without his gown." Mr. Ogg, in 
his Chapters on the law and society,^ makes the point that 
Star Chamber had "facilitated the passage of England from 
medieval to comparatively modern conditions, mainly by 
dealing summarily with offences for which the Common Law 
was inadequate; and v/ith persons who could not easily be 
reached by judicial process .. . .In consequence of the 
abolition of that tribunal, England was left to carry on 
with a jurisprudence which had already proved inadequate 
for the newer forms of wrongdoing that were causing disquiet 
in later Lancastrians t i m e s . T h e  Privy Council in its 
semi-judicial capacity was Star Chamber without its teeth. 
But it seems that its actions in dealing with local quarrels 
and wrongs carried on to some extent the constructive
1. P.O. 2/73, 276.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 3886I, 122.
3. Ogg, D. England in the RelA-ns of James II and William
III (1959, Oxford) "Pre’ehold and Status" and 
"An Adolescent Society".
4. Ibid., 100.
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tradition of Star Chamber, just as a few reflections of the 
paternal social policies of the earlier seventeenth century 
can be seen in various of the Council's orders of this time.
On 2 July 1696 the Council sent out to the Custodes 
Rotulorum a printed Order, to be distributed to the J.P.'s, 
which illustrates this last point, as well as the Council's 
involvement in local government and in economic matters.
The Order said, "Whereas by reason of the Recoyning of the 
Silver Coyns of this Kingdom att this Time, there is great 
Difficulty in the Exchange of money, which may occasion a 
great Hardship upon the Labourers and poorer sort of people. 
Their Excellencies the Lords Justices in Council taking the 
same into consideration ... order that the Justices of 
the Peace ... do frequently meet in their Divisions and 
consult how they may Relieve the said Labourers and poorer 
sort of people." They were, at the same time, to watch for 
"unusual meetings of great numbers of Persons" and to 
suppress them "when they shall think the same may be danger­
ous to the Publick P e a c e . E c o n o m i c  affairs in general 
were more the concern of the Council than any other authority. 
Proclamations and Orders were issued about such things as the 
value of foreign coins; the regulation of trade, especially
on account of the war ;^  and the conduct of the Chartered
P.O. 2/76, 459.
2. e.g. P.O. 2/73, 15. 
3- e.g. Ibid., 313.
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Companies.^ Committees were appointed to consider the
2
supply and price of coal and corn for London.
Two particular problems illustrate the competence 
and limitations of the Council's administrative resources.
On the one hand there was smuggling, which defeated all 
efforts to put it down. In June I698, for example, the 
Council approved a Treasury report on the subject Owling,
"And having immediately given Directions upon the severall 
Proposalls for putting the Laws in Execution against Vagabonds 
and Disarming Owlers and for Quartering Draggons in and 
about Romney Marsh, Did Order, That the Right Honourable the 
Lords Commissioners of the Treasury do forthwith cause the 
remayning Proposalls ... to be duely and effectually observed 
arid Executed in order to prevent- these great Mischiefs.
Thus the Council did what it could to stir up the local 
magistracy to help the enforcement officers, and to get the 
co-operation of the military; but wool smuggling continued 
to f l o u r i s h . O n  the other hand, as an example of the 
Council's administrative effectiveness, there was the long­
term effort to prevent tobacco growing in England, which was
1. e.g. P.C. 2/74, 269, etc.
2. P.C. 2/74, 111, etc. 2/75, 311, etc.
3. P.C. 2/77, 190-192.
4. V.C.H. Kent, III, (1932) 351. The smuggling of
prohibited or dutiable goods into the country was
nothing like so great a problem to the government.
Ibid., 353. cf. also, Lipson, E. A Short History 
of Wool (1953) 23-27.
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successful,^ in spite of the fact that "the Council had no
large body of deputies under its immediate appointment and
direction, and its ultimate reliance was upon the local
justices and burgesses, who were generally swayed more by
regard for local good will than by subservience to the
2
central power."
Economic and naval questions often overlapped.
Though the Admiralty was a well-established department, the
Council interfered frequently in its affairs, especially
when naval policy conflicted with the interests of trade.
It was, indeed, of considerable importance that a superior
body existed, to reconcile the divergent interests of the
navy and the merchants. In the war years the Council met
especially with the Commissioners of the Admiralty and the
representatives of the merchants to "settle the next year’s
trade", by agreeing on the number of ships that were to go
out on the different trade routes, the quotas of seamen
each port should be allowed to send, the proportion of
trained seamen each ship might carry, and what convoys and
cruisers should be appointed to guard the merchant ships.^
1. Grant, W.L. & Munro, J. Acts of the Privy Council of
England; Colonial Series' (190d-1912) i, xx.
Lipson, E. The Economic History of England (l943)
III, I69-I7H  A Commission for destroying tobacco 
is at P.C. 2/73, 391.
2. Price, W.H. The English Patents of Monopoly (1913, Harvard
University Press) I30.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 34349, Southwell's "Kalendar" gives
August and September as the months in which the next
year's trade was settled.
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In the settling of trade, embargoes were the point upon which 
the wishes of the navy and the merchants were most likely to 
clash. Embargoes were necessary for strategic reasons, for 
preventing communication with the aiemy in Ireland or France, 
and for controlling the movement of merchantmen in accordance 
with the convoy system, but more especially they were used 
as a means of getting seamen for the Fleet. The merchants 
whose trade was stopped and whose ships were kept in port, 
to make the work of the press gangs easier, naturally disliked 
the embargoes. The Council had to arrange a compromise 
hetv/een the needs of the navy and the wishes of the merchants: 
though neither party could be completely satisfied it seems 
that the best that could be achieved in the circumstances 
was done.^
The usual scheme was to impose a general embargo, 
and then grant progressively more extensive exemptions to it. 
Thus, on 9 January 1690 an embargo was laid on all ports 
from St. Ives to Carlisle ; first coasting vessels going 
to Bristol Fair were exempt from it, then ships going to 
Portugal, and Virginia and Maryland, then Transport ships, 
then all coasters, then Irish ships, and then, on 25 May the 
embargo was lifted from all ships provided that their owners
!• Ehrman, J. The Navy in the War of William III (1953, 
Cambridge) II3-II4.
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gave a bond not to sail to France.^  Similarly, in 1692 
a general embargo was laid on 7 January: it was taken off
fishing boats, ships going to Ireland and all foreign ships 
on 12 May; coasters and ships used in Their Majesties' 
service on 16 May; ships going to Ireland, Flanders, Holland, 
Russia, Norway and the Baltic on 9 June; ships carrying 
government stores to the West Indies on 18 August; ships 
trading to Portugal, Bilboa, Spain and the Canary Islands
2
on 22 September; and ships going to Turkey on 24 November.
The permission of 18 August served to encourage ship-owners 
to undertake the service of carrying government stores by 
offering them freedom from the embargo if they did so, and 
that of 24 November extended ohly to ships that were ready 
to sail before 10 October. Passes for ships to sail in 
spite of an embargo were issued in Council, after the number 
of seamen they carried had been agreed with the Admiralty. 
Lists of ships given permission to sail are a feature of the 
Privy Council Register, and it is not unusual to find them 
entered for every meeting of the Council during the time of 
an embargo. Ship-owners whose vessels sailed without
1. P.O. 2/73, 332, 351 & 373, 355, 380, 409, 430,
434, 437.
Willan, T.S. The English Coasting Trade, 1660-1750 
(1938 , Manchester) 1-10, explains the system of taking 
bonds, especially as it applied in the coasting trade, 
cf. also, Hoon, E.E. The Organization of the English 
Customs System, I696-I783 (1938, New York) 264-259*
2. P.C. '%774, 303, 393, 400, 416, 464, 502; 2/75, 31*
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permission were liable to prosecution.^ Thus the Council
was able to regulate trade and do something to assure a
supply of seamen for the Fleet.
Embargoes were only one of the methods used for
raising seamen. Proclamations v^ ere issued forbidding
seamen to enter the service of foreign states, and encouraging
seamen to join the Navy by setting out the terms offered to 
2
volunteers. The Company of Watermen was required to
provide a certain number of men, and, as the needs of the
fleet became more demanding. Orders were issued which made
a waterman's badge or livery no protection against empressment,
and even drafted some Royal Watermen into the Fleet.^ All
the complicated details of mnning the Fleet were supervised
by the Council. The Admiralty-.was authorized to issue
Press Warrants. The Treasury was ordered to provide the
conduct money necessary for getting seamen from the place
where they were impressed to a point of embarkation. Letters
were written to the Lord Lieutenants and Custodes Rotulorum,
and to the Mayors and magistrates of towns, requiring them
to assist in raising seamen. From 1692 a scheme was drawn
up annually, and entered in the Council Register, showing
bow many seamen were needed from each area, and how much
e.g. the order to the Attorney General on 18 February 
1692, P.C. 2/74, 331.
2. P.C. 2/73, 88; 2/74, 295, etc.
3. P.C. 2/73, 75, etc.
4- P.C. 2/75, 128, etc.
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money should he paid to the persons appointed to collect and
conduct them.^ Sheriffs were also ordered to assist in
2
getting the impressed seamen to the ports. That none 
of this activity produced all the results hoped for illus­
trates the limitations of seventeenth century administration.^ 
The attempt to compile a Register of seamen's names and 
addresses f a i l e d . T h e  system used was realized to be 
cumbersome and expensive, but no more satisfactory alterna­
tive appeared in this reign or the next.^  But if the system 
was inadequate, at least the Council enforced it conscient­
iously; local officials who hindered the officers of the 
Press were often brought before the Council to be reprimanded,
7
and ordered to do better in the future.
It was customary for the Council to receive from
o
the Admiralty each year a Declaration of Sea Victualls.
This was the formal notification of the number of men needed
to serve in the Navy, and the signal for the Admiralty to
/
produce detailed estimates of their pay and provisions for 
the coming year. Southwell noted that in September, "The
p P.O. 2/75, 76-83.
2. P.C. 2/74, 374.
3. Though Hr. Ogg says that the French had a more effective
system. Ogg, D. England in the Reigns of James II and
William III (1955, Oxford] 33Ô1
4. Ehrman, J. op. cit., ^oo- bo2..
5. P.C. 2/75, 330.
°. see Chapter 6, below, p.32.y.
7. e.g. the Mayor of Norwich, P.C. 2/74, 158.
8. P.C. 2/73, 279, etc.
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king or Queen declares what number of Men the Victuallers
shall provide for, for the next year. The season of
killing between Michalmas and Xtmays."^ The salaries and
allowances of naval officers were considered in Council,
and on 15 February 1694 it was ordered that there should be
a special meeting of the Council at which the Admiralty
Commissioners were to be present, which resulted in a new
2
Establishment being drawn up and approved. Orders were 
given in Council about such things as the issue of 
Mediterranean Passes (for protection against the Algerian 
pirates), to merchant ships ; and the colours to be worn 
on warships.  ^ On several occasions the Council constituted 
itself a tribunal to judge the conduct of naval operations; 
as when in 1693 a Committee enquired into "the Proceedings 
of the Streights Squadron",^  or when the Council was ordered 
to meet "to examine why the going out of the main fleet, and 
the Mediterranean Squadron, was so long delayed last summer, 
or when it investigated "the management of the late expedition 
against Dunkirke" in 1695. The Council consulted the judges 
about how Torrington should be tried, and settled the doubts
I- B.M. Add. MSS. 34349, 14.
2. P.C. 2/75, 346, 354.
3. P.C. 2/73, 322; 2/75, 445.
4. P.C. 2/75, 216.
5. P.C. 2/75, 273.
6. P.C. 2/76, 188.
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that "arose what officers should constitute this court- 
martial."^ Nevertheless,,it would he misleading to exagger­
ate the control of the Council over naval affairs. Major 
decisions were made by the King and Cabinet. Administration
was largely controlled by the Admiralty itself on the one
2
hand, and the Secretaries of State on the other.
Wir Ehrman says that "the Privy Council itself, formiddable 
as it was in theory, had little actual power ... although 
many of the decisions on which the Admiralty was required 
to act continued to be conveyed on its authority.
The Council did have direct relations with the 
Boards subordinate to the Admiralty, except the Navy Board.
The Commissioners of Transportation were appointed by Order 
of Council on 26 February 1690, .and orders were often issued 
to them without reference to the Admiralty."^ The Commissioners 
for Victualling the Navy might also receive orders directly 
from the Council, and the nature of their work tended to make 
them rather independent of the Admiralty in any case.^ The 
Commission for Sick and Wounded Seamen and the Exchange of 
Prisoners of V/ar was reappointed on 11 July 1689 and received
Aiken, W.A. The Conduct of the Earl of Nottingham 
(1941, Yale University Press, New Haven) 89-91.
2. Ehrman, J. op. cit. 300.
3. Ibid.,
4. P.O. 2/73, 389.
Ibid., 462. cf. Ehrman, J. op. cit., 177.
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its Instructions from the Council.^ On 15 August 1589
Warrants of Assistance were issued to Mayors and magistrates
commanding them to assist the Commissioners of Sick and 
2Wounded. In 1593 complaints against the Commissioners
were received by the Council, and after a special Committee
had investigated the allegations, they were reprimanded in
Council by the Lord President.^ Southwell notes, "It is
the right of the subject to Appeal from any other Commission,
to the King in Council, Md. sd. by Ld. Rochester in the case
of the Sick and Y/'ded Commrs. when the Admiralty thought
their examination of the matter sufficient.The
Commission was dissolved in Council on 23 June I698, at
5
the personal insistence of the King.
Less was done by the Council in connection with
the Ordnance and army. Orders about the issue of stores 
and guns were routine, but cannot be said to imply any 
initiative on the Council's part. It did assist in 
recruiting for the army and deal with local officials who 
obstructed its progress. For instance, on 31 March 1693 the 
Mayor of Petersfield was ordered to answer the complaints 
of a recruiting officer against him, and one Henry Gibbs 
was sent for in custody for making a seditious speech to
P.O. 2/73, 180-181.
2. Ibid., 210.
3. P.O. 2/75, 424.
4- B.M. Add. MSS. 3886I, 122.
5- P.O. 2/77. 175, 189.
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enlisted men.^ In all these departments there were Council
Clerks; unofficial contacts of the Council with the main
spheres of its administrative interests. Blathwayt was
Secretary at War. Bridgeman was Secretary to the Admiralty.
Musgrave was Secretary to the Ordnance. Povey was in the
Plantation Office until 1696. Edward Southwell was already
2
concerning himself with the affairs of Ireland. Perhaps.
it might even he suggested that the Council's lack of
responsibility for financial affairs was emphasised by the
fact that Montg^^ resigned his Clerkship as soon as he was
appointed to the Treasury.
Finally, it may be added that Proclamations and
Declarations were still in frequent use in this reign - even
though they were an administrative convenience rather than
an assertion of prerogative power. The administrative
nature of Proclamations can be seen by reference to almost
any chronological group. Immediately following the
Proclamations inaugerating the new reign came one for fixing
the value of foreign coins, one for the apprehension of a
certain Brent, one demanding the surrender of firearms '^ lately
embezzled", one about the Coronation, one forbidding the import
1* P.C. 2/74, 368. cf. also Ogg, B. op. cit., 334.
2. For further details of the Clerks' careers, see 
Chapter 9, below.
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of foreign goods, one recalling seamen from foreign service
and another for preventing desertions from the Fleet.^ So
the list could he continued, showing the variety and varying
importance of the subjects dealt with in Proclamations, as
well as their administrative nature. In passing these
Proclamations the Council was proving in a small way its
continuing usefulness.
It is worth noticing that, whereas Charles II had
sometimes ignored the Privy Council when putting an end to
2
his Parliaments, after the Revolution the form of the 
Proclamation of dissolution was always: "V/hereas We have
thought fit, for divers important and weighty Considerations, 
by and with the Advice of Our Privy Council ..."  ^ On one 
occasion at least, there was a debate in the Council about 
whether Parliament should be prorogued or dissolved.
Southwell says that on 27 April 1693, the question was put, 
"Whether the Parliament that was to meet on the 2 May, should 
be prorogued to a Short day ? Pro. That between a Prorogation 
it cannot be called. That at such a Juncture, and upon 
unknown (?) it were not fitt to have them out of call. That 
the particular advantage will be small in respect of the 
publick, because still there would be 40 days Privilege before
1. P.O. 2/73, 15, 23, 24, 32, 79, 88, 89.
2. see Chapter 4, above, p. 1^ 8,
3. L.J. XIV, 429; XV, 596; XVI, 345, 598, 776;
XVII, 151.
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and after. Con. That hy the length of the Session, the 
Subject had suffered extremely by Privilege. That the 
Parliament having given money they could be of no use. That 
being most Justices of the Peace etc. their presence in 
their respective Countys would be of more service. That 
there was no danger of Invasion this year from Prance. That 
the Seals would be open still. Resolved - that the 
Parliament be prorogued to the 19th of September next.
Vernon records what happened in December 1598: "His Majesty
had before appointed the Cabinet Council to meet, in order 
to consider whether there should be a further prorogation."
Some members of the Cabinet "feared it would be looked upon 
as a trick, that the prorogation resolved only at the Council 
on Saturday should be superseded. But upon further discoursing 
the matter, they all agreed it was best the Parliament should 
meet next day ... My Lord Chancellor ... acquainted the King 
what was done on Saturday, but that the advice came of His 
Majesty's arrival before the writ was sealed, so that the act 
was void, and either the Parliament must meet, or the Council 
he summoned to order a new writ ... it was resolved the 
Parliament should meet next day." Apart from the complication 
about the King's arrival back in England having invalidated 
1- B.M. Add. MSS. 34350, 4-
2. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of 
William III: 1696 to 1708 (I84Î] T, 223-224.
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the Council's order that Parliament should be prorogued, 
this shows that the Cabinet also discussed the question of 
Parliament's meeting, and indeed, it was certainly a Cabinet 
rather than a Council matter in most cases. However, 
Southwell's record does show that it was not unknown for the 
Council to take part in the royal decision about proroguing 
or dissolving Parliament, and it proves that there still 
could be genuine debates in the Privy Council.
The vitality of the Council, and its importance
as the co-ordinator of administrative activity, appeared
most clearly in the national crises of the reign. In I69O,
when invasion threatened, it was from the Queen in Council
that the necessary orders for the defence of the realm
issued. Thirty-five Council meetings were held during the
danger period, in June, July and August, (of which the Queen
attended 16, and the Lord President 32). Proclamations
were issued.^ Warrants were signed for the arrest and
committal of suspected persons. Numerous letters were
written to the Lord Lieutenants about mobilizing the Militia
and giving directions about its movements, quartering and 
2
pay. They were also ordered to seize the arms and horses 
of Papists, and to see that cattle and horses were driven 
inland from the coasts.^  The defence of Dover was especially 
SPPpidered, and the officers of the Ordnance were ordered to
2/73, 452, 458, 473, 479, 488.
Ibid., 461, 466, 472, 476, 477, 480 etc.
3* Ibid., 483, 499, etc. cf. 526 about the sale of 
confiscated horses.
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supply three "Neiled Culverins" for use there.^ An
arrangement was made for the Governor of the Isle of Wight
2
to have £200 ready money put at his disposal. The Lord 
Mayor, Aldermen, and Lieutenancy of London were summoned to 
the Council to receive their instructions.^ A letter of 
thanks was sent to Lord Lansdown for his conduct when the 
French landed at Teignmouth.^ On 25 September it was 
ordered that the officers of the Customs should ensure that 
no one entered or left the country without a pass from the 
Privy Council, Secretary of State, or one of the Allied 
States. Nottingham described all "These ... measures 
which were taken for our security," but added that, "our 
greatest encouragement was the King's success in Ireland 
at the Boyne.
When there was another threat of invasion in 1692 
similar measures were taken. This time a special Committee 
of the Council was appointed to superintend the seizing and 
disposal of horses in London.^ Again, at the time of the 
Assassination Plot and projected invasion of 1696 the Council 
was especially active. It met almost every day during 
Pebruary and March. The number of Warrants issued on this
1. P.C. 2/73, 422.
2. Ibid., 485.
3. Ibid., 474.
4. Ibid., 500.
5. P.O. 2/74, 10.
Aiken, W.A. The Conduct of the Earl of Nottingham
(1941, Yale Uni ve rsity Press, New “Haven) 80".
7. P.C. 2/74, 395.
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occasion was larger than before, and the Messengers were
ordered to keep the Council informed of all arrests made upon
other warrants.^ Stricter action was taken against Roman
Catholics: it was ordered that licences for them to stay
in London or to travel more than five miles from their homes
were to be issued only in Council, and there signed by at
2
least six members. A letter was sent to the General
Officers of the Porces about the intended invasion. The
judges on Circuit were directed to put the law in execution
against Papists and Non-Jurors.^ A J.P. of Essex was sent
for to "forthwith appear before this Board to answer such
matters as shall be objected against him for dismissing
Persons suspected to he disaffected to the Government at a
time of imminent danger""^; and: the Lord Lieutenant of
Cambridge was informed that "Having seen a letter from your
Deputy Lieutenants ... wherein they mention a certain
Declaration which they had accepted from some suspected
persons touching their Innocence as to this Horrid Plot and
Invasion, Wee think fitt to acquaint your Grace that in so
doing they have not at all complyed with the Orders of this
Board and that such practices must be Discouraged as Contrary
1- P.C. 2/76, 297.
2. Ibid., 295.
3- Ibid., 290.
4. Ibid., 301.
5. Ibid., 311.
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to Law and of dangerous Precedent.Circular letters were
even sent to the Governors of Plantations, telling them
about the design against the King's life and the plan of
2
invading England.
On these occasions in I69O, 1692 and I696, the 
Council had almost lived up to Chamberlayne's description 
of it as "the Y/atchtower of the Nation". ^ At least it had 
demonstrated that it was by no means obsolete as an instrument 
of government. At the beginning of his reign William "Had 
a wrong notion of the Privy Councell; thought the Government 
was to reside t h e r e . I t  is not surprising that this should 
have been so, as during the previous two reigns he had received 
frequent reports from his friends in England of important 
debates and decisions taken there. Undoubtedly such occasions 
were already becoming fewer then, and were to become even more 
infrequent after the Revolution. Yet much of the ordinary 
administrative work of the government still went in its old 
way through the Council. Tendencies of decline there were, 
but there was also energy and practical usefulness in the 
Privy Council.
1. P.O. 2/76, 313.
2. Ibid., 320.
3. Chamberlayne, E. Angllae Notitia (1671) 2-3; and
repeated in later editions.
4» Poxcroft, H.C. op. cit., II, 204. (The Spencer House 
Journals, 14 Pebruary I689).
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CHAPTER 6 
A M E  ; 1702 to 1714
In the reign of Queen Anne the Cabinet can be seen 
to be taking over from the Privy Council in central govern­
ment. The Council, however, still met frequently, often 
in the presence of the Queen, and it continued to discharge 
its traditional formal business, and also to take some part 
in administration - adding Scotland to its sphere of direct 
responsibility after the abolition of the Scottish Privy 
Council. In the last days of the reign the Council became 
momentarily the centre of the nation's government. This 
activity contrasts with the passive role which the Council 
played after 1714, when it met comparatively seldom, and 
discharged virtually no business except what related to the 
colonies.
The dominant administrative theme of the Queen's reign 
was the conduct of the war. The administrative demands 
of Anne's war were greater than those of William's, but at 
least the government had had practice in meeting them. For 
special tasks, like transporting troops and caring for the 
sick and wounded and prisoners of war, for instance, the 
appropriate Commissions of William's reign were simply revived. 
Wartime necessities, like the imposition of embargoes and
1» Spot checks of the post-1714 Registers show that the 
Council itself seldom met, and the Committee of the 
whole Council did not meet frequently. Colonial business 
predominates most noticeably.
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the manning of the Fleet, were already routine, and if the 
problem of recruiting for the army was on a larger scale 
than before, the machinery for putting into effect the novel 
Recruiting Acts was traditional. What was new in Anne’s 
reign was that the sovereign was not able personally to direct 
the war, and it was here, at the highest level, that the 
Lords of the Committee and the Cabinet came into their own, 
and managed the day to day conduct of the war - as King William 
had managed it for himself. This development in itself would 
not have taken away much of the authority and influence of 
the Privy Council, since it was the King’s functions, not 
the Council’s, that the Cabinet took over. However, composed 
as it was of the most important members of the Council, and 
meeting even more frequently and more regularly that the 
Council, and being more thoroughly informed of affairs than 
the Council could be, it would be surprising if the Committee 
and the Cabinet had not detracted something from the Council’s 
part in government. Then too, the departments were more 
experienced and self-confident at the beginning of the reign 
of Anne than they had been at the beginning of the reign of 
William; nor did the Council have to hold the fort for fledg­
ling wartime departments, since these had grown up in the 
previous reign and needed only to be revived or revitalised.
In short, there was less need for the multi-purpose instrument 
of government, now that specialist organizations were ready 
for every occasion. The quantity and the quality of the
519
Privy Oouncil's work reflects this situation, and marks a 
contrast between the reigns of William and Anne, greater by 
far than there had been between its administrative activities 
before and after the Revolution.
The Council's part in the conduct of the war did not 
extent to the most important field of all - finance. By 
Anne's reign Parliament and the Treasury had consolidated 
their control over the raising and expenditure of supply.
There is no sign in the Council's records that it had anything 
to do with the revenue.^  Orders directed to the Treasury 
upon the Council's initiative were very rare, or were un­
important ones, concerning the payment of minor salaries for
2instance, like those of the Messengers, whose Bills the
Clerk of the Council was in 1703 ordered to present to the
%
Council for endorsement once a year.”"^ In addition there
1. Plumb,J.H. "The Organisation of the Cabinet in the 
Reign of Queen Anne," T.R.H.S. 3th series. No.7, (1957), 
154, comments on the rare appearance of Treasury business 
in the Cabinet memoranda of Harley, Sunderland and Dart­
mouth. One suggestion to account for this is that the 
Secretaries of State did not record such business because 
it did not directly concern themselves. Alternatively, 
it may be that the Lord Treasurer kept it from discussion 
on the Committee and Cabinet and dealt directly with the 
sovereign. Miatever the true explanation about the 
Cabinet, it can be definitely stated that the Council 
took no decision on financial affairs, since these do 
not appear in the Register, nor do any records of finan­
cial discussions appear there or elsewhere among the 
Council's records.
2. P.C. 2/79, 364, 495, etc.
5. Ibid., 357.
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were a few quite formal Orders authorising the sale of old
ships and surplus naval stores; which the Admiralty requested
1
and the Treasury was directed by the Council to pass. Orders
for special payments to individuals, that had been common
up to the Revolution, and not unknown after it, were now
almost never made.
Various orders were sent to the Treasury concerning
2
its subordinate Board, the Commissioners of Customs. A 
presentment from the Customs to the Council on the subject 
of "Prize Oil" was ordered to be made into a Declaration, 
with one alteration.-^ In 1714 an Order in Council embodied 
the regulation for the Customs service "that for the future 
no Persons be admitted into any place or employment in Her 
Majes"ty's Customs in any of the Out Ports of Great Bri-tain 
who are inhabi-tants in such Out Ports or who are not fitly 
and duely qualified for the Employments they are to execute." 
Numerous routine orders were sent from the Council to the 
Treasury and Admiral-ty jointly, and through the Treasury to 
the Customs Commissioners, about the enforcement of quarantine
and embargo regulations.^_______________________________ _
1. P.C. 2/79, 453; 2/81, 182, 464; 2/82, 223; 2/83, 219, (if 
the Treasury had no objection); 2/84, 354.
2. e.g. P.C. 2/80, 134,135* Smuggling of tobacco from the
Isle of Man was one problem that had to be tackled.
P.C. 2/82, 537*
3. P.C. 2/79, 373*
4. P.C. 2/84, 369* cf. Hughes,E. Sfcidies in Administration
and Finance, 1558-1825 (1934, Manchester;, 2Ü0.
5. e.g. P.C. 2/82, 427, 429, 444, 454, 458, etc.
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Foreign affairs had been beyond the Council's scope for 
even longer than finance. They were a leading concern of 
the Cabinet, as the memoranda of the Secretaries of State 
show;^ but neither the Register nor the Minutes of the Privy 
Council reveal any signs of a revival of conciliar activity 
in this direction, even though Anne was less qualified than 
William to dominate in the sphere of foreign affairs. After 
the experience of the impeachmehts of Portland, Somers, Orford 
and Halifax for their conduct in the affair of the Partition 
Treaties, Anne's ministers took care that the forms should 
be duly observed with regard to the treaties of her reign.
On 2 May 1702, this entry appears in the Register ;
"Upon reading this day at the Board a Convention made 
between Her Majesty and the States General of the United 
Provinces the 18th of April last for the declaring war against 
France and Spain pursuant to the late Treaty between his 
late Maty. King William, the Emperor, and the States General, 
Her Majesty with the advice of her Privy Council is pleased 
to Order his Grace the Duke of Somerset Lord President of 
the Council to acqxiaint the House of Peers therewith and with 
Her Majesty's intention according to the said Convention to 
Issue her Royal Declaration of War against the French and 
Spanish Kings on Monday next ... A like Order mut. mutand. to 
Mr Comptroller of Her Majesty's Household to acquaint the
p
House of Commons therewith."
!• e.g. Harley's minutes, in B.M.Loans 29/9*
2. P.C. 2/79, 110.
322
Nothing could have been more punctiliously correct than this
entry. Again, on 24 June, Mr. Secretary Nottingham was
ordered in Council to prepare a warrant for the ratification
of the Portugese Treaty, signed on 16 May,^ and Declarations
were made on two subsequent occasions about the share of men,
money and arms which the Queen had undertaken to ftirnish in
2
accordance with the Treaty. The Queen herself declared in 
Council the conclusion of the Armistice with Prance on "
18 August 1712. The Treaty of Utrecht and the Treaty of 
Commerce with Prance were communicated to the Privy Council 
on 7 April 1713, (having been signed on I3 March/11 April),
h,
and were entered in the Register. The Lord Chancellor was 
given the authority of an Order in Council for his use of 
the Great Seal in ratifying the' Treaties.^ This instance 
has been taken to reveal that the proceedings were of form 
only, for it is said that when Lord Cholmondeley asked for 
the matter to be considered further at another meeting he 
was told that the Treaties must be ratified at once, and 
punished for his temerity by dismissal from his office•
1. P.C. 2/79, 403.
2. Ibid., 439, 447.
3. P.C. 2/84, 1.
4. Ibid., 119.
5. Ibid., 87.
6. Anson, W.B- "The Cabinet in the Seventeenth and
Eighteenth Centuries" E.H.R. XXIX, (1914), 63*
The authority that Anson cites is Cobbett’s Pariiamentary 
History. VI, 1170, from which it appears that the storsT"^  
IS Swift's, (Swift's Journal, 7 and 8 April 1713).
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Apart from the ratification of treaties, the Privy 
Council still had a few marginal dealings with foreign 
affairs, but it is noticeable that most of them concerned 
trade, and that the orders of the Council were never given 
except through the Secretaries of State. To quote one 
example, on 9 November 1704, Harley was ordered to write to 
Mr. Stephney, Envoy at Vienna, "to use his best endeavours ‘ 
with that Court" to have the Duty on English woollen manufac- 
ures withdrawn, upon the petitions of the merchants and" 
clothiers of Exeter and elsewhere, then before the Council^
An Order in Council was passed on 15 March 1711, according 
to which the Secretaries of State were to instruct all British 
Consuls to hold regular six-monthly meetings with British 
merchants abroad and collect information about the state of 
British trade on which they were to send reports in duplicate
to the Secretaries and the Commissioners of Trade and Planta-
2
tions. After the conclusion of Peace, the Secretary of 
State was instructed to make arrangements with the Prench 
for mutual Customs facilities.^ Earlier, in 1713, Dartmouth 
had had orders to write to the British Ambassador in Spain 
to demand satisfaction for the seizure of the British packet 
boat.^
1. P.C. 2/80, 193. cf. Also, P.C.2/82, 272; 2/83, 271.
2. P.C. 2/83, 215.
3. P.C. 2/84, 218.
4. Ibid., 67.
324-
Two cases of the Council performing diplomatic courtesies 
may be cited; in 1703 special orders were issued to the 
Admiralty and Ordnance about the naval preparations for the 
passage of the Archduke of Austria to Portugal;^ and when 
in 1708 the Russian Ambassador was arrested for a debt, the 
Council took action on his behalf, examining seven persons
p
involved in the affair on 25 July, and ordering others to 
be taken into custody,^ who were in turn examined on 29 July 
and ordered to be prosecuted by the Solicitor General.^ 
Unusually, a Committee of the ?i/hole Council, meeting on 20 
March 1714-, dealt with a memorial of the Swedish Minister, 
declaring the opinion of the two Chief Justices and the 
Attorney and Solicitor General that the sale of "ships 
Equipped and armed by Her Majesty's subjects" to the Tzar 
could not be prevented "as the law now stands." Apart from, 
at the one extreme, a few routine passes,^ and at the other, 
the letters written to inform the States General and the 
Elector of Brunswick of the state of the Queen's health in 
the last days of the reign - this was the sum of the Council's 
activity in connection with foreign affairs. It contrasts 
most markedly, both in calibre and extent, with the business
conducted by the Lords of the Committee and Cabinet.__________
1. P.C. 2/79, 4-36, 4-37.
2. P.C. 4/1, 25 July 1708.
5. Ibid. & P.C. 2/82, 142.
4. P.C. 4/1, 29 July 1708 & P.C. 2/82, 146.
5. P.C. 2/84, 349.
6. For example. Sir Robert Cotton to go to France for his
son's health. P.C. 2/79, 193.
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Foreign affairs and the day to day conduct of the war,
including the planning of military operations, were the
chief concern of the Cabinet for the most part of the reign
of Queen Anne.^  But if the Privy Council played no part
in this, it did help the war effort in other ways. A problem
recurring annually was that of mobilizir^ manpower for the
army and navy. During William's war, at least from 1692,
a scheme for the manning of the Fleet had been drawn up each
2
year by the Admiralty and passed in Council. Such a scheme
5
had been passed on 26 February 1701, but on 2 March it was 
superseded by another plan for impressing seamen by means
4
of the Vice-Admirals instead of the Lord Lieutenants. In 
the early months of 1702 no general scheme was brought to 
the Council for approval, though various orders for raising 
seamen were sent out,^ and in June orders for discontinuing 
the Press were also given.^ On 10 December the Lord High 
Admiral reported to the Council that the methods formerly 
used for raising seamen by the agency of the Lords Lieuten-
ant and of the Vice-Admirals "have not answered the Charge____
1. For the whole subject, see Plumb,J.H. "The Organization 
of the Cabinet in the Eeign of Queen Anne" T.E.H.S. 5th 
series, no.7,(1957) 137 at passim. This reference, 147*
2. P.C. 2/75, 76 - 83, etc.
3. P.C. 2/78, 140.
4. Ibid., 160; though the Lord Mayor of London, the Justices 
of Middlesex and Westminster, the Lord Lieutenant of Kent, 
and the Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports were each written 
to to give their assistance. Ibid., 169.
5. P.C. 2/78, 295 - 297; 2/79, 123, 117.
6. P.C. 2/79, 164, 207, 227, 234.
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the Grown has been put to •.. and that many other Inconven­
iences have attended such pressing;so it was agreed that
1
the officers of the Fleet only were to lay on a vigorous Press*
Already, a week before the report, the Admiralty had been “
given permission to station a ship at the Nore to press men
2
from incoming colliers and merchantmen. One example of the
^^inconveniences’* the Admiralty referred to might have been
the refusal of the High Sheriff of Worcestershire to take
over responsibility for some pressed men from the Sheriff
%
of Stafford that summer: It was the old story of the unpaid
local official doing what he chose instead of what he was 
told to do.
The new method of raising seamen by the professional
Press Gangs alone seems to have been the only one employed
in the years 1703 and 1704-, for nothing more was heard in
Council of schemes for manning the Fleet, except for another
attempt in 1703 to imitate the French method by compCLing a
register of seamen.^ There was also an Order on 2 May 1703,
approving a Bounty of £1 to be paid for seamen deserters
returned to Portsmouth.^ But these methods cannot wholly
have satisfied the needs of the Navy, for on 26 October 1704-
0
the Lord High Admiral came to the Oouncil with another plan.
1. P.C. 2/79, 262.
2. Ibid.; 253.
5. Ibid., 162.
4. Ibid., 301, 311.
5. Ibid., 378.
6. It seems to have been suggested in November 1703, but
was then referred back to the Admiralty and not^ollowed 
up. P.C. 2/79, 459.
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This time the Navy wished to keep as many ships as should
be needed the next year in commission during the winter, the
crews being paid up to Michaelmas 1703 and given Tickets
of Leave signed by their Flag Officers. The Queen and Council
approved the plan.^ But still the Admiralty’s attempt to
go it alone in manning the Fleet was not a complete success.
Even in January 1705, only three months after the new plan
had been adopted, the Council sent out the traditional Order
2
for the impressment of five hundred Watermen.
By the next year circular letters were once more being
written. On 18 January the Council wrote to the Lord^
Lieutenants and Custodes Rotulorum of the Maritime Counties
to give every assistance to the Vice-Admirals; to make strict
enquiries for seamen hiding themselves inland (who were to
be kept in the County Gaol if necessary); to enlist the help
of the most active Deputy Lieutenants and J.P’s, who were
to be instructed to maintain a constant correspondence with
the Vice-Admirals; and for frequent accounts of all their
activities to be sent up to the Council Board.^ Meanwhile
the Lords Lieutenant' of the Inland Counties were to search
for seamen and to keep them in a safe place until they could
1. P.C. 2/80, 179.
The practice of transferring men from the great to the 
lesser ships at the end of the summer was previously 
reckoned a discouragement to seamen. P.C. 2/79, 253#
2# P.C. 2/80, 268.
3# P.C. 2/81, 77-78.
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be marched to the coast; "to take particular care that there 
be not impressed any Old, Decrepid, Crazey or Unhealthy 
men;" to arrest deserters; and also to report to the Privy 
Council.^ At the same time the Governor of the Tower and
the Lord Warden of the Cinque Ports were ordered to impress
2
men. Two months later, on 26 March, another circular letter 
was sent out to the Custodes Rotulorum and to the Mayors of 
towns enclosing the Act of Parliament for "the encouragement 
and encrease of seamen, " and commanding that it be put in 
execution.^ (Five hundred copies of the Act had been specially 
ordered from Her Majesty’s Printer).^  A Proclamation was 
issued at the same time also enjoining the enforcement of the 
Act.^ Finally, on 1 February 1708, the Lord High Admiral 
submitted a memorandum to the Council asking that the methods 
formerly used for raising seamen should be put into operation 
again; whereupon the Council wrote a circular letter to the 
Lords Lieutenant and Custodes Rotulorum and letters to the 
Governor of the Tower and the Lord Warden authorising them 
to impress seamen. Thus, before the end of the war, the
Council had resumed its activities in helping to find men
for the Navy; and it had begun to do so before Parliament
joined in the endeavour.______________________________________
1. P.O. 2/80, 79-81.
2. P.O. 2/81, 82. The Lord V/arden probably received a
special Order in case the Oinque Ports claimed immunity 
from the Press, as Deal had done in 1702. P.0.2/79, 
223,246.
3. P.O. 2/81, 135-141.
4. Ibid., 150.
5. Ibid., 141.
6. Ibid., 522.
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In all, sixteen Proclamations were made in Council con­
cerning the manning of the Fleet.^ They either encouraged 
seamen to come into service and published the amounts of 
bounty money that would be paid them if they reported for 
duty by certain dates, or they exhorted the local authorities 
to seize defaulters and deserters and offered rewards for 
their return. It is noticeable that there were four Proclama­
tions about manning the Fleet for 1703 and one for 1704, 
although the Council had left the control of impressment 
to the officers of the Navy in those years. There were also 
two Proclamations for 1709, though no scheme seems to have 
been passed for that year, or circular letter sent out. On 
13 March 1709 the Lord High Admiral was authorised to extend
the time during which Bounty was payable to encourage British
2
seamen in the United Provinces to come into the Royal Navy.
For 1710, again, there are neither Proclamations nor a scheme, 
but the traditional Order to provide five hundred seamen 
was sent to the Company of Watermen, and the Lord Warden was 
instructed to find the same number.^ In 1711 circular letters 
were sent out in April to the Lords Lieutenant and Custodes 
Rotulorum, as well as an order for the Admiralty to stir up 
the Vice-Admirals.^ By June the shortage was apparently over,
as the Lords Lieutenant and Custodes of the Inland Counties
1. P.C. 2/79, 138, 18 June 1702, etc. All except two of 
these Proclamations were issued in December, January 
or February.
2. P.C. 2/82, 277.
3. Ibid., 313.
4. P.C. 2/83, 241.
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were told to desist in their efforts, the Admiralty once 
more representing "that this method of procuring seamen 
within the inland counties is very expensive and hath not 
answered the end for that Men so impressed have been generally 
Landsmen or otherwise unfit for service in the F l e e t . I n  
Anne’s reign, therefore, there was not the continuous Council 
supervision of the details of manning the Fleet that there
had been in William’s war. The assertiveness of the Admiralty
2
on the one hand, and the interest taken by the Cabinet on 
the other, had narrowed the scope of the Council’s activity; 
but not quite extinguished it.
The series of threats and promises made by the Council 
had to be brought home in some cases by individual attention. 
For example, on 1 March 1705, the Lord Mayor of London was 
ordered to have the City searched for seamen who had absconded, 
and a reward of £1 was offered for each man rounded up."^
At the same meeting Sir Thomas Lane J.P. was called upon to 
answer a complaint of the Admiralty that he had obstructed 
the pressing of seamen in the City. On 1 May 1703 the 
Lords Lieutenant of the six counties "between London and 
Portsmouth" got a special letter from the Council about
"taking up straggling seamen,and the Secretary at War______
1. Ibid., 259.
2. Plumb, J.H. op.cit., 148. There was a regular Sunday 
appointment for the Prince's Council to report to the 
Cabinet on the state of the Fleet.
3. P.C. 2/80, 285.
4. Ibid., 286.
5. P.C. 2/79, 377.
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was ordered to give the same directions to the officers of
troops quartered on the Portsmouth road.^ The Attorney
General was ordered to prosecute those concerned in a riot
at Scarborough, during which several seamen were "rescued"
2
from impressment, and apparently he did his duty, for the 
offenders were soon petitioning for pardon, saying that they
bad been "forced to fly from their respective Habitations"
%
as a result of his prosecution;^ a Noli Prosequi was eventually 
granted them, but only after the Prince's Council had reported 
that they did not object to the pardon if Her Majesty saw 
fit to grant it.^ The Mayor of Portsmouth was brought before 
the Council and an apology exacted from him for his interfer­
ence with the Press.^ On 25 April 1706 Thomas Russell J.P. 
of Buckinghamshire; the Ifeyor and Justices of Oxford; the 
Justices of the Peace of Middlesex; and the Justices of St. 
Martin's Vestry, Westminster, were all called upon to explain 
their conduct in discouraging pressing.^ Mr. Justice Bateman 
was ordered to appear before the Council to account for his 
behaviour in refusing to hand over the pressed men to the 
Navy; the Admiralty meanwhile being instructed to have Capt. 
Clarke produce a Charge in writing against Bateman^ and the
1. P.C. 2/79, 378.
2. P.C. 2/79, 184.
3. P.C. 2/80, 49.
4. Ibid., 62.
5. P.O. 2/81, 117.
6. Ibid., 179.
7. P.C. 2/79, 195.
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Sheriff of Worcester, who had refused to co-operate with the
Sheriff of Stafford in operating the press, was summoned to
answer for his neglect of"Her Majesty's service, and contempt
of the orders of the Council.^
The only other assistance the Council could give to
the Navy was the embargo. Embargoes provided the raw material
for the Press Gang by keeping merchant ships and seamen in
port, and they had already been entensively used in William's
2
reign. One was imposed in January 1702, and renewed after 
the Queen's accession."^ It was relaxed, as usual, stage by 
stage, in May^ and June.^ A similar procedure was followed 
in the years 1703, 1705, 1706 and 1708.^ As in the previous 
reign, passes for ships to sail in spite of the Embargo, and 
protections against impressment for specified numbers of 
seamen on them, appear in large numbers in the Register.
The business of Embargoes must have by now become a simple
matter of routine. It may be noted that they were imposed 
in five years only, whereas in William's reign they had been 
laid in all eight years from 1689 to 1696 - twice in each
of the years since 1690 and 1691 - and in 1702. Exemptions
1. P.C. 2/79, 175.
2. P.C. 2/78, 296, 304.
3. P.C. 2/79, 111.
4. P.C. 2/79, 116, 131, 135, 136.
5. Ibid., 146.
6. 1703 P.C. 2/79, 300,304,312,313,317,321,330,335,341.
1705 P.O. 2/80, 278,294,302,303.
1706 P.C. 2/81, 102,126,135.
1708 Ibid., 531, 546.
The Embargo imposed in 1709 was not for the benefit of 
the Navy but to prevent the export of corn. P.C. 2/82,
471, 477.
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too seem to have been wider and more quickly granted in 
Anne's reign, at least after 1703. The Council probably 
had less trouble, therefore, in reconciling the merchants 
to the necessity of embargoes. The Privy Council Register 
does not record any petitions against them, and it is possible 
that the representatives of the merchants and the Admiralty 
were no longer brought together"to settle the next year's 
t r a d e . T h e  Board of Trade was competent to handle some 
matters of this sort, and the merdhants were able to make 
their grievances heard in Parliament, especially in the 
session of 1707-1708.^
If the problems of finding men for the Navy were well 
known, and their solution become simply a matter of routine, 
the demands of the army were far more pressing in Anne's reign 
than they had been in William's. William's army had numbered 
about 90,000 men at its maximtm,^ but of this total only 
65,534 were British troops.^ By 1706 there were approximately
50,000 British troops engaged, apart from those Britain sub- 
sidised, and during the course of the war the number rose
to perhaps 70,000; and these figures were achieved in spite
1. Southwell's "Kalendar" which refers to this practice does 
not mention any date later than 1695. B.M.Add.MSS.34349, 
12 — 14.
2. Trevelyan, G.M. England Under Queen Anne (1948) II, 
321-325.
3. Ogg,D. England in the Reigns of James II and William III 
(1955, Oxt'ord; 349.
4. C.J. XI, 570-571.
5. Trevelyan, G.M. op.cit., I, 216.
6. Fortescue. Sir John, History of the British Army (1899-
  I, 557. ------
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of tremendous losses. Already in 1703 existing resources 
of manpower were stretched to the limit, and the need for 
recruits was acute.^ In William's time occasional letters 
had been sent to the Lords Lieutenant asking them to co­
operate with the recruiting officers, but the Council had 
not supervised recruiting for the army on a national scale 
as it did for the navy. In order to raise the numbers of 
men demanded by Anne's war. Parliament passed Recruiting 
Acts, which for the first time made compulsory enlistment
legal - for persons whom the J.P's declared to have no means 
2
of support.
The Council had a part to play in deciding the moment 
for bringing the Recruiting Acts into force and for suspending 
their operation, and in exhorting the local officials to ' 
fulfil their new duties. The first Proclamation "for the 
more effectual putting in execution a law entitled an Act 
for raising Recruits for the land forces and marines" was 
issued on 18 December 1704,^ and admonitions began with the 
circular letter to the Custodes Rotulorum and Mayors, of 2 
January 1703, which stated that, "the Right Prosecution of 
the Glorious Advantages with which it has pleased God to
Bless Her Majesty's Armes in the last Campaign will so________
1* Burton, I.P. "The Supply of Infantry for the War in the 
Peninsular, 1703-1707." B.I.H.R. 28, (1955) 40.
2. Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional History of England (1938) 
297. Trevelyan,G.M. op.cit.. I, 218-19.
5. P.C. 2/80, 224.
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Entirely depend on the Effectual and Speedy Recruiting of 
Her Majesty's Forces, to enable them Early to enter upon 
Action this Spring, that Her Majesty has thought fit to 
Command us in this Extraordinary occasion. Earnestly to 
recommend to your Lordship and to the Justices of the Peace, 
the vigorous Execution of" the Act.^ The Custodes Rotulorum 
and the J.P.'s were asked to so "distribute your Selves that 
no part of your County may want for the number of Justices 
required by the said Law to Act and Directions will be given.., 
to the officers to attend your present sessions, that knowing 
how you distribute yourselves they may be ready with the 
least trouble possible to you to receive the Recruits that 
shall be raised." The Gusto des and Mayors were also required 
to send in an account of their''proceedings to the Council,
before 15 February.^ Similar letters were sent out on 29
4 5
November 1705, and 5 December 1706; and there is a note
in the Register of a letter from the Clerk of the Council 
to the Secretary at War, of 5 February 1707, forwarding 
replies received from the Custodes and Mayors.^ On 25 Jan­
uary 1708 the letters were drafted and a Proclamation passed
n
at the same Council meeting, the House of Commons having_____
!• P.C. 2/80, 241-246.
2. Ibid., 241-246.
3. Ibid. The Council’s letters were, by an Order to the
Post Office, to be carried speedily and free. Ibid.,240.
4. P.C. 2/81, 15-16.
5. Ibid., 274-276.
6. Ibid., 302.
7# P.C. 2/81, 511, 516-518.
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asked for a Proclamation for the more effectual execution
of the Act to be issued,^ and such was the need for men that
two more Proclamations were put out on 25 February and 1 
2
April. Almanza was fought on 14/25 April, and the losses 
sustained there came when the manpower situation was already
3
desperate.*^ That winter the Recruiting Acts were strengthened, 
and the powers of compulsory enlistment were transferred from 
the J.P.’s to the Commissioners of the Land Tax.^ A Proclama-
5
tion was issued on 27 January 1709, and this time the letters 
from the Council were addressed to the Commissioners of Re­
cruits, being merely distributed by the Sheriffs and Mayors;^ 
a formula used on all following occasions, with the addition 
of letters to the Commissioners of Recruits in Scotland, sent
7
under cover to the Solicitor General of Scotland, in 1711.
Also in 1709 came the first occasion to suspend the operation 
of the Recruiting Acts, which was done by Proclamation for a
o
period from June to November, though it should be noted 
that the action was apparently taken at the initiative of 
the Secretary at War.^ The Acts were again suspended on
8 January 1715.^°"____________________________________________
1. C.J. XV, 514.
2. P.O. 2/81, 558; 2/82, 59-
5» Burton, I.P. op.cit., 50.
4. Portescue, Sir John, History of the British Army (1899- 
1906) I, 566.
5. P.O. 2/82, 249.
6. Ibid., 260.
7. P.O. 2/85, 166, 168, 180, 185, 549-50.
8. P.O. 2/82, 551, 462.
9. Ibid., 526.
10. P.O. 2/84, 59.
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Not surprisingly, the operation of the Recruiting Acts 
was far from perfect, depending as it did upon the caprice 
of the local magistrate,^ and the Council had to do more than 
issue Proclamations and other exhortations to smooth the 
paths of the recruiting officers. At Ipswich, when the 
Bayliffs and other Commissioners for Recruiting "were actually 
assembled ... and were putting the said Act in Execution" 
four of the local J.P.’s "did come amongst them in a disorder­
ly and furious manner, and did publickly abuse them with re­
proachful words, and did threaten the sd. Commissioners so 
assembled, and did declare their proceedings unlawful and 
took upon them to discharge several Persons who were teiken 
up for recruits." The matter being reported in Council on 
15 May 1709, "Her Majesty being highly sensible of the preju­
dice which such an example might be to the publick service 
at this time in case such offenses should go unpunished," 
ordered the four offenders to be put out of the Commission 
of the Peace forthwith, and to be prosecuted by the Attorney 
General for misdemeanour. The four worthies were very 
much surprised to find themselves so summarily punished, and 
petitioned for a hearing before the Council before they were 
prosecuted by the Attorney General.^  There were several
1. Trevelyan, G.M. op.cit., I, 219.
Portescue, Sir J. op.cit.. I, 565-565.
2. P.C. 2/82, 277.
3. Ibid., 296.
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similar cases. By 1712, a complaint against Mr. Justice
Harris of Burnhame, Norfolk, could be simply referred to the
Lord Keeper of the Great Seal for him to give the necessary
directions.^ But the case of Thomas Hale, an attorney of
Tewkesbury, against whom a complaint was made by the J.P.'s
of Gloucester, appears not to have been pursued to a definite
conclusion, after Hale’s counter-accusation that they had
2
enlisted a freeman; and the case of the Mayor of Gloucester, 
against whom the Commissioners of Recruiting laid a complaint 
five years later, was referred to a Committee, and does not 
re-appear in the Council Register.
On the other hand, the Council had sometimes to deal 
with complaints against recruiting officers, for example, 
one made by the Justices of Middlesex in 1706.^ Again, in 
June 1707, Richard Stapleton Constable in Bridge Ward in the
City of London, obeying the directions of an officer, carried
one Jonathan -Haws before the Justices of Tower Hamlets, who 
bad him enlisted as a Grenadier in General Ingoldsby’s Regi­
ment. The Constable was, "unmercifully prosecuted for such 
bis mistake," in applying to the Justices in a Liberty instead 
of in the City itself, and he petitioned the Council that
Haws might be sent home from Flanders "in order for the_______
!• P.C. 2/85, 572; presumably for his removal from the 
Commission of the Peace.
2. P.O. 2/81, 295, 319, 546, 569-
3. P.O. 2/85, 411.
4. P.O. 2/81, 215.
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Relief of the Petitioner." After reference to the Secretary 
at War, the petition was granted, and Marlborough asked to 
release Grenadier Haws - so presumably the unhappy Constable 
was able to get out of prison.^ There is also an example 
of the Council following up its circular letters to the local 
authorities with an individual one: that of 24 March 1711 
to the Commissioners of Recruiting in Cumberland, saying,
"We are well pleased to find that the Commissioners of three 
of the five Wards within your County have been diligent in 
the performance of their duty, But being informed that in 
the Allendale Ward above Derwent and Leith Ward, there has 
been a great Defect, no recruits having been furnished from 
thence. And that the last mentioned Ward is even become a 
Receptacle for all the young men within the law who have 
fled thither when others have acted with vigour," and en­
joining the two defaulting Wards to do their duty with
2
diligence and zeal. This letter was accompanied by one from 
the Clerk of the Council to the High Sheriff of Cumberland, 
asking him to deliver the Council’s letter to the Commissioners 
and to "return to the Clerk of the Council in Waiting an 
account of your Proceedings t h e r e i n . T h e  Privy Council 
was doing its best to see that the Recruiting Acts were effect­
ively administered. Ultimately, the failure of the government
1* P.C. 2/81, 383, 464.
2. P.C. 2/83, 224.
3. Ibid., 225.
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to raise enough troops, which was at the bottom of the dis­
astrous campaign in Spain, was not administrative: "It is 
clear that the annual demands for infantry recruits, about
12,000 every year, were more than the country could fulfil."^ 
The Council concerned itself with other problems of the 
army and navy, besides recruiting. There is little difference 
in either the type or amount of such business before and after 
1702. Anne herself could not personally direct military 
affairs, as William had done, but her Cabinet took a detailed 
interest in the conduct of the war, and MarIjborough stepped 
into William's place as commander-in-chief and the country's 
chief diplomatic representative abroad. Meanwhile the post 
of Secretary at War was rising in the Ministerial hierarchy, 
being taken over from Blathwayt by the promising young 
ministers St. John, in May 1704, and Walpole, in February 
1708. The struggle between departments of state for control 
of government business can be over-emphasised, but in this 
case it is obvious that the administrative work of the Privy 
Council was bound to diminish, when on the one hand there 
was the army controlled by a figure almost as commanding as 
William III and the well-established and aggressive Admiralty 
department, and on the other the Cabinet in a particularly
p
active phase of its existence.
Burton, I.P. op.cit., 57.
2. Plumb, J.H. op.cit., 150.
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With these limitations in mind, the Council’s activities 
may be briefly sketched. As in the previous reign, an 
annual Declaration of Sea Victualls continued to be made 
in Council. In every year from 1702 to 1711 it was for
40,000 men, though the Declarations for 1705 and 1707 were 
each made by halves, the additional Declaration for 20,000 
men not being made until the vote for the navy had passed 
in the House of Commons.^ It was followed, a few meetings 
later, by the submission by the Admiralty and approval by 
the Council of an equally formal Estimate of the charge of 
the number of seamen specified in the Declaration, which
p
ms always £2,080,000 for 40,000 men. There was neither 
a Declaration nor an Estimate for 1715, but for 1714 the 
Declaration was for 10,000 men^ and the Estimate for the
h
corresponding sum of £520,000. In 1705, there had also been 
an extra Estimate for 5,000 Landsmen to serve with the Fleet
5
for seven months at a cost of £55,000. The regularity with 
which these items of business appeared suggests that they 
were a rather meaningless ritual, surviving from an earlier 
time when genuine decisions were taken at Council about the 
size and cost of the Navy; but it is possible that the mere 
appearance of such business did at least give some scope for
discussion of war policy in the Council.___________________
 ^ 1# P.C. 2/79,236, etc. (1705: P.O. 2/80, 184,195.
1707: P.C. 2/81, 256,285.)
2. Ibid., 241, etc.
3. P.C. 2/84, 550.
Ibid., 555.
5. P.C. 2/80, 278.
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Rather less stereotyped were the occasions when the 
Council considered the fitting out and the armament of the 
Fleet. The demands of the Admiralty were not always accept­
able to the Ordnance, and it appears that the tv^ o departments 
came to the Council to settle their differences. The.first 
such attempt ended in a deadlock. On 2 November 1704- the 
Ordnance was ordered to prepare an estimate for the augmenta­
tion of the ordnance of the Fleet, as proposed by the Lord 
High Admiral.^ Two days later the Prince’s Council and the 
Officers of the Ordnance were heard by the Council, or perhaps 
a Committee of the whole Council, and the Register records 
that "the Lords agree to Report the matter specially to Her
p
Maty, to be considered of in Council." At the next meeting 
of the Council, on 9 November,- with the Queen and -twen-ty- 
three members present, "My Lord President Reports to Her 
Majesty upon the memorandum of His Royal Highness for an 
augmentation-of Ordnance stores for the Fleet, which matter 
being debated and fully considered in Council Her Majesty 
dos not think fitt to give any further order therein."^ The 
Admiral-ty returned to the attack in January 1705, "humbly 
proposing 50 Rounds of Powder, 70 Rounds of Shott for the 
lower Tier and 80 for the middle and upper Tiers of guns 
to be put on board all the Shipps of the Fleet which are to 
act on the coast of Spain and Portugali"^ this memorial was
referred to the Ordnance, and both parties were ordered to
1. Ibid., 185. 2. P.C. 2/80, 190.
5. Ibid., 194. 4. Ibid., 248.
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appear before the Council on 18 January; when the proposal
was approved.^ In February 1706 the Admiralty achieved
increased Establishments for the ^Royal Sovereign* and 
2other ships, and later for the *Royal Katherine,* "the
least ship of the second rate in the N a v y , t h e  *Diligence,*
and the * Express. * The Admiralty also succeeded in obtaining
5an additional allowance of cartridges. It was less success­
ful in an attempt in 1708 to have the number of small arms 
carried in Her Majesty*s ships increased,^ for, after eight 
months, the Report was ordered "To Remain till it shall be
7
thought fitt to be layd before the Parliament" - though in 
1711 such an allowance was ordered in Council to be made for
o
the ship 'Port Mahon.' The incident of 1708 is a reminder 
that the war. planning of the government had to keep within 
the financial limits imposed by Parliamentary supply, andthe 
Cabinet was as much subject to these limits as the Council. 
Without fuller information about this particular incident, 
it is not possible to say-whether that is the whole story, 
or whether the Ordnance had found a convenient way of evading 
the demands of the Admiralty. However that may be, it is 
obvious that there was scope for the Council as arbiter_______
!• P.C. 2/80, 262.
2. . P.C. 2/81, 90, 113.
3. Ibid., 150.
4. P.C. 2/82, 537.
5. Ibid., 345.
6. P.C. 2/81, 547; 2/82, 122.
7. P.C. 2/82, 180.
8. P.C. 2/83, 34-5.
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between différent departments.
The Council was able to help in the fitting out of the
Fleet in various other ways. The magistrates of Stroad,
Paversham and Melton, in Kent, were ordered to assist the
Pressmaster in getting fisherman to help with the fitting
out of the Fleet at Chatham.^ The Admiralty was authorised,
by an Order of 2 July 1702, to have five or six great ships
built by contract in merchant yards, so as not to interrupt
2
the work of fitting out in the Royal Yards. The Commissioners 
of the Navy were authorised to buy canvas, and permission 
was given for pitch and tar to be imported from Holland and 
Hamburg.^  Permission was also given, in November 1703, for 
the sale of surplus stores and provisions which the Victuallers 
claimed to have accumulated in-, accordance with "the Orders 
they received Early the last winter from the Lords of the 
Cabinet Council to provide for 50,000 Men for six months for 
Land Service.by Christmas following, which hath not been 
demanded from them;" though the Council in giving leave for 
the sale "recommended to His Royal Highness to make Enquiry 
why the said Provisions were not spent in due time. In 
1709 the Admiralty was allowed to supply the navy with beef 
and pease every third day instead of pork, the Victuallers
1. P.C. 2/79, 299.
2. Ibid., 167.
3. Ibid., 224.
4. Ibid., 428, $11.
5. Ibid., 445.
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having represented tlaat pork "is this year very scarce, 
occasioned by there not being so many Hogs fed, as in former 
years by reason of the Dearness and scarcity of Corn."^ When, 
also in 1709* the Treasury was ordered to pay three petition­
ers the money due to them on Imprest Bills, the Commissioners 
of the Navy were to be directed to draw up rules to "prevent
p
any Inconveniences of the like kind" for the future.
There were many other times when Orders in Council were 
issued at the request of the Admiralty, regulating such 
things as the signals to be used in the Fleet; the flags 
to be worn by Her Majesty’s Ships; the allowance to be made 
for instructing young volunteers in the Fleet; and the details 
of qualificationsmfor the Lieutenant’s examination.^ The 
Council also continued to issue Proclamations and Orders 
regulating the position of privateers and the granting of 
Letters of Marque and the Passes which were given to merchant 
ships for protection against North African pirates.^ (Passes 
were extended to Eastland ships during the Baltic war) 
Similarly, Orders and a Proclamation were issued about Prizes 
and their distribution.^ The Commission for the Privy Coun-
cillors to act as Commissioners of Appeals in Prize Cases_____
1. P.C. 2/82, 488.
2. Ibid., 265.
3. P.C. 2/80, 331; 2/81, 412; 2/79, 107; 2/83, 220.
4. P.C. 2/79, 145; 2/80, 108, 231; 2/81, 186; 2/84, 299-
5. P.C. 2/82, 552.
6- P.C. 2/79, 439; 2/80, 346; 2/82, 30, 46, 51, 85, 529.
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does not seem to have been renewed in Anne’s reign, but on 
2 November 1704 the Council sent to the High Court of Admir­
alty to know how many cases were depending before it,^ and 
the list was read at the Board before the Queen and Council 
on 11 January 1705, the intention presumably being to speed 
up the proceedings in the Admiralty Court.
Orders dealing with wages, salaries and bounties were 
frequent,in some cases the Council lending its authority 
to the creation of precedents, as, for example, the payment 
of bounties to Marines^ and for naval officers killed fighting 
ashore,''^  or to doubtful cases, like that of the men drowned
in the Great Storm^ or the ship’s crew whose Muster Book
n
was lost when their ship went down. The Council received 
many Petitions from officers and seamen and their dependants 
for pay or for their reinstatement after dismissal or suspen­
sion, but all of these were usually referred to the Admiralty
o
to deal with. The conditions for keeping naval officers
1. P.C. 2/80, 185.
2. Ibid., 257.
3. P.C. 2/79, 240, 475; 2/80, 62, 101, 221, 251, 308, 384;
2/81, 10, 173, 254, 273, 308, 396;
2/82, 320; 2/83, 215.
4. P.C. 2/80, 384; 2/81, 10.
5. P.C. 2/81, 173.
6. 2/79, 475; 2/80, 62, 101.
7. P.C. 2/82, 320.
8. e.g. The Petition of two Swedish sailors serving in the 
R.N., for pay, P.O. 2/84, 69.
A petition for pay, a petition against dismissal, and 
a petition for reinstatement, P.C. 2/84, 48, 49.
Petition of Captain Butler to be retained. Ibid.
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on half pay when their services were not needed were settled
in Council. An Order of December 1704 laid down that Captains
were to have half-pay when unemployed^ and another of March
2
1705 extended the concession to Lieutenants, but the petition
of Masters for the same privilege was dismissed. When the
war ended, the "Lieutenants and other Sea Officers" petitioned
for the continuance of their half pay in peacetime, but the
Register records "nothing done therein the Parliament having
settled no Pund."^ A Committee was however appointed upon
the petition of several "late Masters employed in Her
Majesty’s Navy Unprovided for," in which "They humbly prayed
Her Majesty’s Most Gracious Recommendations of their hard
Case to the House of C o m m o n s . T h e  Committee of the whole
Council, meeting five days later, considered the case of the
Masters and referred it to the Admiralty.^ On 30 November
1713 an Establishment was approved for half-pay for Flag
n
Officers, Captains, Lieutenants and Masters. An Order in 
Council also settled the status of unemployed Lieutenants, 
who were to be carried on the ships’ books as Midshipmen
Q
Extraordinary. This was in 1710; in 1713 the matter came
1. P.C. 2/80, 221.
2. I b i d . ,  3 0 8 .
,3. P.O. 2/81, 308.
4. P.O. 2/84, 71.
5. Ibid., 196.
6. Ibid., 201.
7. Ibid., 277.
8. P.O. 2/83, 47.
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up again, a memorial from the Admiralty being read in Coun­
cil, "relating to the making Provision in time of Peace for 
several Lieutenants who cannot be provided for in that 
capacity on board Her Majesty’s Ships appointed Midshipmen 
Extraordinary. It is Ordered by Her Majesty in Council that 
the said memorial be sent back ... to be further Explained, 
and that they also Cause an Estimate to be made of the Yearly 
charge of such provision ... and present it to this Board 
with all convenient s p e e d . T h e  Admiralty’s next memorial 
was apparently satisfactory, and it was arranged that the
Midshipmen Extraordinary should continue to serve in the
2
Fleet and that they should be given canvas cabins.
The demobilization of the army was also a subject con­
sidered in Council. The Committee of the whole Council was 
appointed to meet specially on 27 June 1713 "to consider the 
Most Proper methods to be taken for sending the soldiers 
lately disbanded into their respective Countys where they 
last inhabited."^ At the meeting the Attorney General was 
asked to give his opinion on this matter, "as likewise how 
the Foreigners who are Naturalised may be disposed of;" the 
Paymaster General was ordered to send in accounts of what 
Pegiments had been disbanded and what pay and bounties they
1. P.C. 2/84, 196.
2. P.C. 2/84, 218.
3. Ibid., 193.
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had received; and the Clerk of the Council was instructed 
to write to the Secretary of Chelsea Hospital, "for to attend 
the next meeting of this Committee with lists of the Pension­
ers turned out and the reasons why discharged, and how they 
may be sent into the Country. Likewise a List of the officers .
of the eight Companys of Invalides who were formed but putt
%
on no Establishment." There was another meeting of the
2
Committee on 29 June. On 8 August 1715 the business of 
Chelsea Hospital and the Companies of Invalides was referred 
to the Lords Commissioner of the Hospital for their Report,^
Zj.
which was read on 9 November, but was not considered at length. 
Meanwhile, another problem had arisen, about the position 
of Irish Roman Catholic officers who had fought for the 
Queen.On 11 December the Coinmittee of the whole Council 
met again to consider the problems of demobilization, in­
cluding the payment of several Regiments which had never
had official -Muster Books, or never been on any Establish- 
6
ment. Five days later there was another meeting, this time 
to deal with the paying off of Holstein and Basle troops, 
the decision of the Committee being confirmed by Order in
Council on 20 December.^ The Report of the Committee on the
1. P.C. 2/84, 199.
2. Ibid., 201.
3. Ibid., 221.
4. Ibid., 270.
5. Ibid., 267.
6. Ibid., 284.
7. Ibid., 289-290.
8. Ibid., 294.
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Irish Roman Catholic officers came to the Queen in Council
1
on 17 January 1714.
It was unusual for the Council to have much to do with 
military affairs, but the fact that the Queen could not deal 
with them herself as William had done, and that Marlborough 
who could have dealt with them for her was disgraced, is 
sufficient explanation of how the Council came to be so in­
volved. During the course of the war, with Marlborough as 
commander-in-chief, there had been very little heard in Coun­
cil of army matters, especially as compared with the amount 
of naval business that did pass there. Apart from vhat . 
concerned recruiting, there were not more than half a dozen
occasions when the Council passed orders referring to the 
2army. Pétitions, usually for pay, were referred to the
Secretary at War for action;'^ as were the petitioners who
begged for a reward for their services in detecting false
4musters.
One of the most important activities of the Council in 
William’s reign had been the co-ordination of national defence 
when invasion threatened. The attempted invasion of 1708 
was nothing like so serious a threat as that of 1690. How­
ever, on the day before the Pretender set sail from Dunkirk,
1. P.C. 2/84, 308.
2. e.g. P.C. 2/81, 322; 2/82, 407, 475, 559.
3. e.g. P.C. 2/84, 49, 269.
4. P.C. 2/83, 350.
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5 March, the Council approved a circular letter to the Lords 
Lieutenant of England and Wales ordering them to seize the 
horses and arms of all "Papists and Persons disaffected to 
the Government, Or who shall refuse to take the Oathes, 
and at the same time a Proclamation was issued declaring 
the Pretender and his adherents rebels, and decreeing that
2
Papists must leave the vicinity of London and Westminster.
On 8 March, and at several subsequent meetings. Warrants were 
signed for the arrest of suspected persons, including the 
Duke of Atholl, although the Scottish Privy Council was still 
functioning at this time."^  Two days later the Lords Lieu­
tenant of the Northern Counties were sent another letter 
from the Council telling them to seize and secure Papists
Zl
and Non-Jurors and their horse's and arms, and the Custode 
Rotulorum and the Mayors of eighteen principal towns were 
also written to to administer the oaths as directed by Parlia- 
ment. On 21 March the Lords Lieutenant of Tower Hamlets, 
Middlesex, and Surrey, and the Lord Mayor of London, were 
directed to take simultaneous action to seize the arms and 
horses of .Jfepists.^
The Act abolishing the Scottish Privy Council had made 
provision for extending the English System of J.P.’s north
1. P.C. 2/82, 3-7; The letters themselves are dated 12 
March, presumably the date on which they were sent out.
2. Ibid., 8.
5. Ibid., 12.
4-. Ibid., 14.
5. Ibid., 13-18.
6. Ibid., 20-23#
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1
of the Border, and on 21 March the Oouncil directed a 
circular letter to the J.P.*s of the Shires and Stannarrys 
of Scotland, enclosing copies of the Act for the better secur­
ity of Her Majesty’s Person and Government, together with
2
directions about the tendering of oaths. (The Commissions 
of the Peace for Scotland were not formally approved in 
Council until 10 M a y ) M o r e  warrants of arrest were signed 
in Council on 29 and 30 March.^ On 1 April, however, orders 
began issuing for the discharge of Papists and their horses,^ 
though as late as 6 October the Clerk of the Peace of Northum­
berland was instructed to let the J.P.’s know that disaffected 
persons should be continued under recognisances. The list 
of Papists and Non-Jurors in London and Westminster was 
referred to Sunderland, Secretary of State, "to peruse and 
consider the same in order to see if there be any persons 
therein mentioned whom he has reason to believe are so dis­
affected to Her Majesty’s Person and Government as may be 
thought necessary to be secured and prosecuted according to
n
law." As a result, perhaps, of this inspection, the J.P.’s 
of Middlesex were, on 15 April, "called in to the Board upon 
their returne relating to papists etc, in Westminster and
lë 6 Anne c. 40.
2. P.C. 2/82, 26. The letters went under cover to the Sher­
iffs, probably on 25 March, and the Clerk of the Council 
wrote to the Solicitor General of Scotland on the same 
theme.
3. Ibid., 72.
4. Ibid., 37, 38.
5. Ibid., 40-44.
6. Ibid., 171.
7. Ibid., 46.
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notice being taken that upon their summons to papists non­
jurors etc no person of any quality would appear, they were 
directed to proceed forthwith against them in such manner 
as the law will allow in order to bring them before the said 
justices.
Following the invasion scare, and at the request of the
House of Commons, the Council directed the Officers of the
Ordnance to put Chatham and Portsmouth, Edinburgh, Stirling
2
and Inverlochy, in a state of defence; and shortly afterwards 
orders were given for the fortifications and garrisoning of 
Harwich and Landeguard, (in October the Ordnance was instructed 
to prepare an estimate of this work to be laid before Parlia­
ment).^ During April various Scottish peers took the Abjura-
4-tion oath before the Oouncil. ' On 18 July there was proclaim­
ed a public thanksgiving for the defeat of the "insolent attaipt 
to invade this Our Kingdom of Great Britain."^ So ended the 
episode of the 1708 invasion. The Privy Council had done 
its customary duty in issuing orders to meet the crisis, as 
it was to so again in 1714.
The defence of the realm could still, in Queen Anne's 
reign, be thought to require measures against Roman Catholics. 
In the early months of 1705, when Scotland was "veiy uppish"^
1. P.C. 2/82, 59.
2. Ibid., 45, 46, 50.
3. Ibid., 51, 171.
4. Ibid., 60.
5. Ibid., 137.
6. Trevelyan, G.M. op. cit., II, 247.
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and the English Parliament was discussing the Alien Act
that was to be its answer to the Scottish Act of Security,
a war between the two countries seemed not improbable.^
On 11 January the Oouncil wrote to the Lords Lieutenant to
put the law in execution against the Papists and reputed
papists and all persons within their Lieutenancies who
refused or neglected to take the oath to Her Majesty, by
seizing their arms and horses, the House of ..Lords "having
taken into consideration Divers Acts of Parliament lately
passed in Scotland, and the Dangerous and Pernicious Effects
which are likely to follow from thence," and humbly offered
2
their opinion that this should be done. At the same time 
the Lords Lieutenant of Durham, Cumberland, Northumberland 
and Westmorland were ordered to "cause the whole Militia 
... to be raised, due^ Exercised and Disiplined ... so far 
as your Lordships shall find it necessary for the putting 
them in such a posture that they may be in a readiness for 
service.This action was followed, as was by now usual, 
by the Council's granting licences to various individuals 
to keep their horses.^ The crisis was weathered without 
any further repressive or warlike measures being taken. But 
on 23 March 1706 there is a memorandum in the Register that
1. Ibid., II, 233-24-8.
2. P.C. 2/80, 253.
3. Ibid., 255.
4. e.g. P.C. 2/80, 276, 363.
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Secretary Hedges brought the address of the House of"Lords 
against Papists to the Board, and the Queen and Council or­
dered letters to be prepared in accordance with it.^ These 
letters, which were issued at the next meeting of the Coun­
cil, on 4 April, were to the Archbishops of Canterbury and 
York, the Lords Lieutenant and Custodes Eotulorum, and the 
Mayors of ten cities and six towns; and acquainted them with 
the opinion of Parliament "That for the Safety of Her 
Majesty's Eoyal Person and Government a more Watchful Eye 
should be had over them" (i.e. "Romish Priests and Papists") 
for the future, and for that purpose "a distinct and parti­
cular account should be taken of all Papists and Reputed 
Papists in this Kingdom with their respective Qualities, 
Estates, and Places of Abode," and the Archbishops had an 
additional instruction to "informe themselves what Advowsons 
or Rights of presentation or Donation of any Churches or 
Benefices or Schools are in the disposition of any Papists
o
or Reputed Papists, or if any on trust for them." On 11 
April a Proclamation against Papists was passed, and the 
letters were sent again on 15 July to the Lords Lieutenant 
of Vi/iltshire and Westmorland, and to the Archbishops, with 
the added phrase to enquire "in Parishes and Places as well 
exempt as not exempt.""^
\
1. P.C. 2/81, 157
2. Ibid., 159-165.
3. Ibid., 172.
4. Ibid., 239-240.
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Next came the measures against Papists and Non-Jurors 
at the time of the Pretender's attempted invasion in 1708, 
which have heen referred to already; and in the same year 
a Proclamation of 20 September for putting the law in execu­
tion against Popery in Scotland was issued.^ In March 1711
a Proclamation was issued requiring Papists to depart from
2
London, ,and in April the Lord Mayor and Aldermen and the 
J.P.'s of Westminster, Middlesex and Southwark were summoned
3
to give an account of what had been done to make it effective: 
when they made their reports, on 19 April, "it was recommended 
to them to continue their Care in putting the laws into 
execution according to Her Majesty's said Proclamation.
They were again summoned before the Council in April 1713,
when they presented lists by which "It appeared that there
are 212 Papists within the City of London, 609 in the County 
of Middlesex and 346 within the City and Liberties of West­
minster. Accounting Housekeepers, Lodgers and Servants," 
which information was ordered to be published in the Gazette.^ 
This complacent attitude did not survive the gathering storms
of 1714, and on 19 April the Proclamation for removing Papists
from London and Westminster was repeated - for the tenth time 
since 1679*^ Thus in Anne's reign the Council continued
to take an interest in religious activities as a normal part
1. P.O. 2/82, 165.
2. P.C. 2/83, 211.
5. Ibid., 234-5 .
4. Ibid., 236.
5. P.C. 2/84, 88.
6. Ibid., 351.
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of government concern. The contrast between the intensity 
of the interest shown by Charles II and James II’s Councils, 
and Anne’s, hardly needs pointing. There is even some con­
trast with the amount of such activity undertaken by Will­
iam’s Council.
With religious affairs in general the Council continued 
to have some few dealings, not markedly greater or less than 
in the preceeding reign. The Proclamation for the encourage­
ment of piety was by now routine at the beginning of a reign,^
and, as usual, the Council gave the necessary orders for
2alterations to be made in the Prayer Book. Later altera­
tions, likewise approved in Council, were the inclusion of
3 4Princess Sophia"^ and the exclusion of the Queen Dowager;
changes incident to the Union;^ and those of 1709;^ and,
at almost the latest possible moment, and in a Council
without the Queen present, the name of the Duke of Brunswick
was ordered to be inserted in the Prayers for the Royal
Family.^ Proclamations for national Fasts continued to be
Q
issued frequently, and Thanksgivings became rather more 
common with Marlborough as commander-in-chief than they had
been with the unlucky William 111 at the head of our armies.^
1. P.C. 2/79, 57.
2. Ibid., 3, 20.
3. Ibid., 110.
4. P.C. 2/81, 88.
5. Ibid., 318, 338, 344.
6. P.C. 2/82, 237.
7. P.C. 2/84, 364.
8. P.C. 2/79, 120,371,471; 2/80, 283; 2/81, 87,310,471;
2/82, 535,586; 2/83, 193,342.
9. P.C. 2/79, 238; 2/80, 162,404; 2/81, 206,264.329;
2/82, 137,140,228,440; 2/83, 103; 2/84, 104,105,106,
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(Though neither Pasts nor Thanksgivings were exclusively 
connected writh the course of the war).^  Brady and Tate’s 
Supplement to their new version of the Psalms was approved 
in Council in 1705
As the French Protestant refugees had been welcomed 
by Charles II and William III, so in Anne's reign something 
was done for the German Protestants who fled from the Pala­
tinate. The Queen in Council ordered a Brief to be issued 
on their behalf.^ On 29 June 1709 the Council sent circular 
letters to the Custodes Eotulorum recommending that at the 
next Quarter Sessions the J.P.'s should "consider of the 
best waies and methods for disposing of any number of the 
said Distressed Protestants ... in such manner as that they 
may be enabled by their labour and Industry the better to 
contribute towards the support of themselves and their 
Familys. And by your own examples to invite and encourage 
your neighbours, especially the chief magistrates of the 
corporations within your county to afford them all Countenance 
and Assistance.^; and similar letters went to the Mayors
5
of the principal towns. An offer was received from the
1. e.g. the Fast proclaimed on 9 December 1703 was on account 
of the Great Storm, P.C. 2/79, 471; and the Thanksgiving 
of 27 March 1707 was for the conclusion of the Union,
P.C. 2/81, 329.
2. P.C. 2/79, 428.
3. P.C. 2/82, 337.
4. Ibid., 34-3.
5. Ibid., 344.
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Company of Mines Eoyal and Battery Works to employ some of
the refugees, and was referred by the Council to "the
Commissioners for Settling and Disposing of the Palatine
refugees."^ Various other efforts were made on behalf of
these refugees, not all of whom, incidentally, were very
2
deserving persons. In the spring of 1709 a Bill had been 
passed for the naturalization of foreigners, on condition 
of taking the oaths and receiving the sacrament in any Pro­
testant Church, but by the summer there was a popular outcry 
against them, stirred up by a mixture of High Church prin­
cipals and economic objection to the immigrants in a poor 
3year.^
An innovation in the religious life of this reign was 
Queen Anne’s Bounty. The scheme had not emerged without 
some difficulties,^  but on 3 April 1704 the Bill embodying 
it received the royal assent, and on 27 April the Attorney 
and Solicitor General were ordered in Council to consult the 
judges and prepare a draft constitution.-^ The Chafber so 
drafted was approved in Council on 6 September, the Privy
1. P.C. 2/82, 343.
2. Ibid., 398-399; 2/83, 307.
3. Trevelyan, G.M. Op.cit., III, 35-38. In May 1708,
when a party of tTie refugees set out for New York, the 
Secretary of State was ordered to make them free denizens 
before their departure. P.C. 2/82, 75.
4. Savidge, A. The Foundation and Early Years of Queen 
Anne’s Bounty! (.1955). 21-24.
5. Ï.'C. 2/BÔ, I03, 160.
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Councillors being among the .Governors appointed to manage' 
the charity.^ After nine years of its existence, the con­
stitution was referred to a Committee of the whole Council 
to consider, with special reference to the difficulty of
p
finding a quorum of Governors for necessary meetings. The 
Committee "made some Alterations and Amendments to the said 
Rules and Constitutions," and also recommended that the 
quorum of seven need include only one, instead of three, 
of the senior Governors, and proposed that their number 
should be augmented by the addition of the Clerks in Ordinary 
of the Privy Council and several other officers.^ These 
new rules, with one alteration, were approved in Council 
on 31 January 1714.^
1. P.C. 2/80, 170. Savidge, A. op.cit., 27.
2. P.O. 2/84, 197. The first failure to find a quorum
had occurred in 1707, and thereafter there were from 
9 to 14 failures a year. Savidge,A. op.cit., 64.
3. P.C. 2/84, 305. The other officers were those of the
Board of Greencloth, and H.M. Serjeants and Council 
at Law. cf. Savidge,A . op.cit., 52-70.
4. P.O. 2/84, 327.
361
The Secretaries of State had. not yet, in Anne's reign, 
wholly taken over the task of supervising the maintenance of 
law and order.^ The Secretaries did issue warrants and 
conduct examinations of arrested persons; sometimes alone,
p
and sometimes in the Committee or Cabinet. The Committee, 
under the directions of the Cabinet, interrogated persons 
suspected of treason, notably Gregg and Guiseard, which had 
formerly been a function of the Privy Council.^ In less 
vital cases, however, people might still be examined in 
Council, as were for example the bailiff and others involved
Zj
in the arrest of the Russian Ambassador in 3708. On this 
occasion, as well as at the threatened invasion of 1708, and 
at other times, the Council did issue warrants of arrest.^
The practice of issuing warrants signed by the Privy 
Councillors in Council was certainly not so common under 
Anne as it had been previously - partly because there was 
less frequent necessity for arresting eminent persons or 
large batches of suspects - nor were persons so often sent
1. But of. Beloff. M. Public Order and Popular Disturbances. 
1660 - 1714 (1938, Oxford), ,4.0 :
2. In the case of Regina v. Derby in 1704, Chief Justice
Parker held that a Secretary of State could commit a 
person accused of libel, just as he could commit some­
one accused of treason or felony, and that he might
examine such a person, Thomson, M.A. A Constitutional
History of England (1938), 417. Formerly, libels were 
often dealt with in Council.
3. Plumb, J.H. OP.cit.. 147.
4. P.C. 2/82, 1Ï2, Tl6.
6. Ibid. 12.
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for in custody to answer for minor offences t for example, 
local officials who failed to co-operate in raising seamen 
had quite frequently been haled before the Council in 
William's reign, whereas in Anne's reign they were more 
often called upon to answer for their conduct in writing.
Even so, a number of instances can be cited of the Council's
taking action for the preservation of law and order.
Proclamations were still being issued for the appre­
hension of persons wanted for ærious crimes: the most 
dramatic was that naming the Pretender,^ but there were 
several others, for example, that of 1704 against John Tucker 
and others issued upon a complaint of the House of Commons
p
about the "Observator"; that of 1705 for discovering the 
author of "The Memorial of the Church of England", which 
"falsely and scandalously" asserted that Parliament had 
voted the Church of England to be in danger ;^  and that of 
1714 for discovering the author of "The Public Spirit of the
Wbigs".^ On 18 May 1704 a letter was read at Council from
the J.P's. of Gloucestershire "Assembled at their Quarter 
Sessions for the said County, together with a Printed Paper 
entitled Legion's Humble address to the Lords, which they 
sett forth to have been presented to the Court as a Libell
1. P.C. 2/82, 8.
2. P.C. 2/80, 64.
3. P.C. 2/81, 55.
4. P.C. 2/84, 347.
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by the Grand Jury there, and the said Paper being also read 
at the Board Her Majesty with the advise of her Privy 
Council is pleased to order that the said Letter and Printed 
Paper be herewith sent to Mr Attorney and Mr Solliciter 
Generali who are thereupon to prepare the Draught of a 
Proclamation with Blanks for suitable rewards for discovering 
the authors and Printers of the said paper, and further 
authorizing the apprehending the printer thereof." The 
Proclamation was passed six days later.^
The Uouncil dealt with numerous local incidents, 
including disorders arising out of the shortage of corn in 
1709.^ On 2 March 1710, at the height of the Sacheverell 
riots, a Proclamation was issued for apprehending the 
principal rioters, and the Sheriffs and Lieutenancy of 
London and some of the J.P.'s of Middlesex were adjured to 
"use their utmost endeavours to suppress the present Tumults 
in the Oitys of London and Westminster and ... preserve the 
public peace. As also that they make enquiry into the 
Principall Authors and Abettors of the same."^ The final 
decision to send the Guards to defend the Bank of England
Zl
and quell the City mob was not, however, taken in Council.
1. P.C. 2/80, 114, 120.
2. e.g. P.C. 2/80, 354; 2/81, 3, 419; 2/82, 327.
5. P.C. 2/82, 544.
4. Trevelyan, G.M. op.cit.. Ill, 56-57.
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On 17 March 1712 a Proclamation was issued for suppressing 
routs and for the discovery of those who had been guilty 
of the late "barbarities" in the Cities of London and 
Westminster - the "Mohocks".^ On 17 July an Order was 
made for the Treasury to pay a reward of £50 for the
discovery of the persons who had abused the two Constables
2
of Westminster,
These incidents, some quite trivial in themselves, 
together show a continuing interest on the part of the 
Council in local affairs.^ There is no noticeable decline 
in the Council's concern for and control over local govern­
ment as between the reigns of William III and Anne. In 
Anne's reign, it may be noticed, the Council tended to 
address its circular letters to the Custodes Eotulorum and 
Mayors, rather than to the Lords Lieutenant, as in William's
Zl
reign, or the J.P.'s and Sheriffs as in earlier times. Of 
course, by this time it was usual for the offices of Lord 
lieutenant and Custodes Eotulorum to be held by the same
1. P.C. 2/83, 398.
2. Ibid., 444.
3. It is difficult to put the extent of the Council and
the government's interest in local affairs in their 
correct perspective. Most writers emphasise the 
breakdown of central control following the Civil Wars, 
e.g. Dowdell, E.G. A Hundred Years of Quarter Sessions 
the government of Middlesex from 166o to 1760. (1932. 
Cambridge), passim. However, it is obviousthat the 
Council was sharing in whatever governmental control 
there was.
4. e.g. the letter about corn prices, 29 January 1710.
P.C. 2/82, 550.
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by the same individual. Most Lord Lieutenants continued 
to take their oaths upon appointment in Council, and 
Sheriffs continued to be "pricked" there. In 1699 Vernon 
bad written to the Duke of Bolton saying that it was not 
essential for a Lord Lieutenant to take the oaths before 
the Privy Council, and enclosed a paper stating that, "In 
tbe year 1689, and sometime afterwards, the greatest part 
of the Lord Lieutenants were sworn at Council. The last 
was the Duke of Newcastle, 17 February 1694," since then 
five new Lieutenants had taken out their patents, and "It 
does not appear that their Lordships have been sworn at 
the C o u n c i l . O n  the other hand, in 1711 Dartmouth wrote 
to the Earl of Denbigh, to tell him that "your Lordship 
cannot do any Act as Lord Lieutenant, till you have taken 
the usual oath of Office in Presence of six Privy Councillors,
which I believe ïou'l scarce have an opportunity of doing
2
any where but at the Council Boeurd. "
Cowper described the usual procedure for pricking 
Sheriffs in Council, and an unusual occasion when the Queen 
was ill with gout and the Councillors and Clerks were called 
into the Bedchamber for her to write in the name of a new 
Sheriff on the Roll.^ He said that the "Ld. Tr. told the
1. Cal. S.P. Dom., 1699-1700, 250.
2. S.P. 45/8 , 73-74.
3. Ea#trêÿTr'É.G51The Private Diary of William first Earl
Cowper. Lord Cïïâncéllor oi England (1833. Èkon) 24-25.32.
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Q, that if no Lord objected, Her Majesty usually prick'd
the first of the 3" names on the list.^ After the pricking
2of Sheriffs at a Council on 3 December 1702, the Queen 
"taking notice that Divers Persons have been put upon the 
Sheriffs Roll who are not fitly Qualified for that Office, 
either for want of Sufficient Estat»6r otherwise; ... is 
pleased to order that the Lord Keeper of the Great Seal do 
for the future recommend it to the Judges, upon their going 
their Summer Circuit, diligently to Informe themselves of 
the Abilities and Qualifications of the persons they intend 
to Propose to the Right Honourable the Lords of the Privy 
Council, for the year ensuing."^ Apparently this order 
was not effective, for when the Roll of Sheriffs came to be 
considered the next year, the Queen still found unsuitable 
nominations upon it; and a Committee was appointed to examine 
the matter.^ The Committee reported on 26 October 1704, 
and the Queen, upon its recommendation, made a Declaration 
in Council "that she will not upon any application whatsoever 
appoint any Person to be a Sheriff of any County who is not 
returned to Her Majesty upon the Rolle, and that she is 
resolved that after she hath appointed One of the Three 
Persons" so returned, she would not alter the appointment.^
1. Ibid.. 24-25.
2. P7Ü7 2/79, 251.
3. P.C. 2/79, 254.
4. Ibid, 476.
5. P.C. 2/80, 180.
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In spite of this firm Declaration, at the next ceremony of
pricking the Sheriffs, the nominations for the County of
im 
2
Lancaster were missing,^ and the next year the na es of the
Sheriffs were pricked at four different meetings.
In Anne's reign there was no large scale interference 
by the government with the composition of the Commissions of 
the Peace,^ as there had been under William, or the municipal 
corporations, as there was under Charles II and James II.
h
New Charters for four corporations passed, and Croydon 
petitioned that "Her Majesty Queen Mary did by her Order in 
Council the 21st of May 1691 Direct Her Secretary of State 
to prepare a Warrant for the Same" (Charter) "to pass the 
Great Seal. But the Secretary of State being soon after 
removed they could not then obtain the Warrant"; which 
difficult situation was referred to the law officers.^
Another echo from the stirring times of Charter reform came 
when Liverpool petitioned for a scire facias "to try the 
validity of its Charter, the petition "complayning of the 
Disorders and Tumults occasioned at the Élections of the
1. Ibid., 227, 229.
2. P.C. 2/81, 263, 273, 291, 309.
5. Trevelyan, op.cit. I 206-7, says that Sir Nathan Wright,
Lord Keeper, ''Used his position to dismiss Whig Justices 
and to substitute Tories wholesale. But the Queen, 
urged by Godolphin, was perpetually moderating his zeal." 
At any rate, there was nothing comparable to the 
systematic purging of the Commissions by Committees of 
Council, as had followed the Assassination Plot.
4. Great Yarmouth, P.C. 2/79, 252, 308. Wareham, Ibid.,379.
Bewdley, P.O. 2/82, 33. Bristol, P.O. 2/83, 10.
5. P.C. 2/81, 293.
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Mayor and Bayliffa by its being placed in the majority of 
the Freeman by vertue of a new Charter obteyned by a few 
of the Corporation in the year 1695 without any surrender 
by the Body Politic of their former charter granted in the 
reign of his late Majesty King Charles II or any legal 
Judgement vacating i t . I n  January 1709 a petition was 
received from "the Burgesses and Inhabitants of the Burgh 
of Burnt Island in horth Britain Setting forth the great 
Inconveniences arising in that Burgh for want of a regulation 
in the magistracy .... and further setting forth the 
convenient harbour they have fitt for Her Majesty's ships 
of war to clean and refitt in and to which place they 
formerly resorted to for safety, but now abandon by reason 
of no disipline in the said place." The first part of the 
petition was referred to the iord Advocate of Scotland and
p
the second to the Lord High Admiral. On 31 March the 
Secretary of State was ordered to send a Warrant to the 
High Sheriff of the Shire for holding a popular election of 
a Provost, Bayliffs, and other magistrates at Burnt 
Island,^ auid the elections so made were later confirmed 
by the Queen in Council.^ At York, the elected Sheriffs 
once again refused to serve, and permission was given in
1. P.C. 2/83, 240.
2. P.O. 2/82, 247.
3. Ibid., 295.
4. Ibid., 437.
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council for a new election to be made.^  The Quakers of
Aberdeen complained about the form of the Burgher's Oath,
2
and their protest was allowed. An Alderman of Totnes 
petitioned to be spared prosecution for failing to take the 
Oaths and the Test Act Declaration within the prescribed 
time of being admitted to office.^ London continued to 
receive some special attention in Council, as when, on 
24 August 1702, it is noted in the Register that, "This day 
the Lord Mayor of London attending my Lord President, by 
Her Majesty's command, acquaints him that Her Majesty is 
going for some time to the Bathe, and Recommends to his 
Lordship the Care of the Peace of the City."^
Among the semi-judicial activities of the Council was 
the hearing of local disputes, some of which were settled 
tlhe Cpuncil , and the others left to the ordinary course 
of the law. For instance, a petition was received from 
one William Garnet "complayning of great hardships for 
warrants granted against" him by two Middlesex J.P.'s, but, 
after reference to the Solicitor General, it was dismissed.^ 
In 1707 the Dean and Chapter of Chichester complained to the 
Council of the Mayor "entering the Quire with the Maces etc
1. P.C. 2/79, 231.
2. Report of a Committee confirmed in Council, P.C. 2/84,
365.
3. P.C. 2/80, 112.
4. P.C. 2/79, 206. Of. 2/81, 248, $47.
5. P.C. 2/82, 117, 216.
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before hlm contrary to an Order in Council in that behalf
and in violation of the liberties and immunities of the
said dean and Chapter." ^ : the Mayor's written reply was
read in Council,^ but the case was finally left to law.^
In 1703 there was a dispute about appointments at St. Thomas's
Hospital; a petition from Dr. Richard Forless and Thomas
Elton, Surgeon, was referred to Mr. Secretary Hedges to
4.
examine:! the matter of fact, but at the next meeting of the 
Council the Governors of St. Thomas's were ordered not to 
elect a physician and surgeon to replace Forless and Elton 
"untill Her Majesty shall declare Her Further Pleasure 
therein It being Her Majesty's Royall Intention to hear this 
matter in Council, and to order timely notice to be given to 
all persons concerned that they may give their attendance 
and come prepared a c c o r d i n g l y . T h e  Lord Ifciyor of London 
became involved in the case,^ and in the end the Governors 
were authorised to proceed with their elections, the 
Petitions of Dr. Forless emd Mr. Elton being dismissed,^
1. P.C. 2/81, 389.
2. Ibid., 409.
3. P.C. 2/82, 33.
4. P.C. 2/79, 339.
5. Ibid., 341.
6. P.C. 2/79, 359.
7. Ibid., 374.
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The fishermen of Rochester begged for a quo warranto to be 
issued against Lady Herbert, Lady of the Manor and Hundred
of Milton, who hindered their fishing in the River Medway;^
2
the Herberts counter-petitioned, and a date was fixed for
the hearing of the case, but the result does not appear in
the Privy Council Register.^ The miners and colliers of
the Forest of Dean and the freeholders and inhabitants of
St. Bridwellsv petitioned that a Constable of the Castle of
St. Bridwells might be appointed "for the holding of Courts
in the said Hundred as formerly." The Mayor of Stamford
was summoned to attend the Council to justify himself for
imprisoning two persons -who interposed on behalf of an
invalid soldier whom he had detained although he had a pass
from the Secretary of War.^ One Thomas Suxpitch made out
a claim against the Mayor of Dartmoub;h on account of his
boat "which ... anchoring within the Port of Dartmouth under
the security of Her Majesty's Castles and Blockhouses there,
was, through the negligence of the Mayor and Gunners of the
said place, seized and carryed away by the French."^: but
when the Mayor's answer was considered, the petition was 
n
dismissed. A question about the administration of justice
1. P.C. 2/82, 172.
2. Ibid., 226.
3. Ibid., 246.
4. P.O. 2/79, 440.
5. P.C. 2/85, 235.
6. P.C. 2/81, 268.
7. Ibid., 303.
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in Flintshire was referred to the Lord Keeper, "upon reading 
the petition of several Justices of the Peace of the County 
.... complayning of the indirect Practices and Irregular­
ities of !! two other J.P. 'a of the County.^ Once again, in
Anne's reign, the legal immunity of Her Majesty's Servants
2
from local government duties was re-affirmed. Trinity 
House obtained a renewal of an Order of Council of 1565 
exempting its members from Militia service,^ and the Company
Zl
of Waterman followed suit.
These examples, and they could be multiplied, show the 
Council taking an interest in quite small details of local 
affairs. Petitions were received on a wide variety of 
matters of only local concern - like that from the inhabitants 
of Paddington asking for an allowance to be settled on them 
for the relief of the p o o r a n d  that from the parishioners 
of All Saints, Oxford, for timber from the Royal Forests for 
rebuilding their Church roof "which fell down through age
g
about three years since"; and that from the inhabitants of 
Hampton Court for the grant of a piece of waste land for a 
mill;^ and that ftrom the landowners of Havering and Dagenham 
Levels for an old hulk to stop a gap in the river dyke made
1. P.C. 2/79, 350.
2. Ibid., 382; 2/84, 70. (In the margin of the Register 
against this entry it is noted: "Md. Mr. Attorney General 
fiorthy had the Draft and it was never issued").
3. P.C. 2/82, 303, 316.
4. P.C. 2/83, 377.
5. P.C. 2/79, 171.
6. Ibid., 316.
7. Ibid., 349.
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by a flood.^ The Commissioners of Sewers of the same
Levels later requested the Queen in Council to approve the 
decrees they had made for the compulsory sale of "several
p
lands within the said levells ... for non-payment of taxes." 
Under the 8 March 1711 it is noted in the Register, "A letter 
from the Justices of Northumberland relating to several 
vagrants read. The gentlemen to attend the Attorney 
G e n e r a l i . T h e  trend may perhaps have been growing for 
the Council to refer business to other authorities, as in 
a good many of the examples cited, instead of settling it 
itself, and there was also a tendency for business to come 
to the Council from other officials and by petition instead 
of originating spontaneously there. Nevertheless, the 
numerous examples just quoted, taken together with the 
Proclamations, Declarations, Orders, and circular and other 
letters to local officials about recruiting for the Army and 
manning and fitting out the Fleet, suggest that the central 
direction of local affairs, remained, during Anne's reign, 
one of the largest concerns of the Council.
1. P.C. 2/84, 81.
2. Ibid., 187.
3. P.C. 2/85, 396.
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Another extensive sphere of Interest for the Council 
was economic. As with local government, trade and commerce 
had for more than three reigns been an important concern of 
the Privy Council. The Bosurd of Trade had been functioning 
since 1696, but the Council still had much to do. Embargos 
have already been mentioned, in connection with the navy; 
quarantine regulations were similarly made and enforced 
under the direction of the Council. On 22 August 1709 the 
Treasury and Admiralty were given an Order for their sub­
ordinate officers to stop all ships coming from Danzig and 
to prevent their unloading passengers or goods, on account
of the plague in the Baltic.^ Later the details were settled
2
for the observance of the quarantine. In practice, it was 
like an embargo in reverse. The directions for enforcing 
it were given by the Council to the Treasury and Admiralty,^ 
and the merchants petitioned the Council for exemption from 
it. Individual orders exempting ships from quarantine, 
(usually after they had fulfilled the prescribed time), were 
almost as frequent as the passes issued to allow ships to 
sail during an embargo; and there were numerous other orders
1. P.C. 2/82, 419.
2. Ibid., 427, 429, 459, 465.
3. As above, and P.C. 2/82, 434, 444, 458, 469, 493.
4. e.g. P.C. 2/82, 454.
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and regulations made about the performance of quarantine, 
at different dates from 1709 to 1713.^
Next to the quarantine, the subject that took up most
of the Council's time was the corn supply. Like 1698, the
2
year 1709 was one of dearth, following the Great Frost, and 
producing only a poor harvest. On 28 April the Admiralty
■%was ordered to stop neutral ships carrying corn to the enemy, 
and an order of 19 May forbade the export of corn to France.' 
There were complaints made to the Council about the shortage 
of corn and its high p r i c e f o r  instance, a Mr. Parsons 
wrote to the Lord President "complayning of the proceedings 
of the magistrates of Glouchester and Tewkesbury relating to 
the measures of corne made up there," On 3 October the 
J.P.'s of Middlesex and Westminster brought in a report, 
requested by the Council, about illegal marketing practices 
leading to shortages. The report was read and referred to 
the law officers to consider the powers granted by Act of 
Parliament to the Lords of the Privy Council to regulate the 
price of corn, and also to consider what Proclamations "have 
been usually issued upon the like occasions."^ On 3 and 24
1. P.C. 2/83, 147, 167, 302, 305, 375, 450, 494; 2/84, 12.
232, 237, 238, 239, 242, 247, 257, 261, 266, 267, 271, 
273, 274, 282, 287, 294, 301, 324, 328, 331, 332, 334, 
347, 349.
2. Ashton, T.S. An Economic History of England ; the 
eighteenth century (1955) 49.
3. K C .  5/82, 508.
4. Ibid., 315.
5. e.g. Ibid., 82, 438.
6. Ibid., 438.
7. P.C. 2/82, 442 - 443.
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October Proclamations restraining the price of corn were
X
Issued. Meanwhile, another complaint from Mr. Parsons 
had been set aside; the note in the Register reads "The
matter being more proper to the cognisance of Parliament
2no orders are given upon it." On 18 November an embargo 
was imposed on ships laden with corn bound for foreign ports, 
in accordance with an address of the House of Commons,^ but 
it did not extend to ships that had cleared before 21
4
November. On 22 January 1710 the Board of Trade was 
ordered to consider the supply of corn to London;^  and when 
on 26 January the Customs represented that the price of corn 
might be lowered if its importation from Ireland was 
encouraged, "Her Majesty ... thereupon Ordered that Letters 
should be sent from the Board to the Custodes Rotulorum of 
the several maritime counties requiring the Justices of the 
Peace at their next Quarter Sessions to proceed according 
to the ... Acts ... to settle the price of corn and to 
certify the same to the collectors of the Out Ports in order 
to ascertaining the duty upon exportation," and to return an 
account of their activities to the Council.^ The Lord 
Treasurer and the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland were at the 
same time ordered to give the necessary facilities for the
1. P.C. 2/82, 443, 445.
а. Ibid., 457.
3. Ibid., 471.
4. Ibid., 477.
5. Ibid., 513.
б. Ibid., 519.
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import of corn from Ireland, and the Admiralty "to consider 
of proper convoys .». soe as to prevent Collusive Capture 
by the e n e m y . T h e  shortage of corn continued, and orders 
against its export remained so strictly in force that in 
October 1711 the Canary Merchants had to get special 
permission to export the small quantities needed for the
P
support of their factors in the Islands. The Order 
forbidding the export of corn to France was not revoked 
until 17 July 1712?
A similar economic problem, though on a smaller 
scale, was that of the shortage and high price of coal in 
London. On 11 May 1704 the Lord Mayor of London and the 
Lord High Admiral's Council were summoned to attend the 
Privy Council about coal supplies, and the law officers 
were ordered to inspect the City Charter to see what pro-
Zl
visions it contained relating to the subject. When the
Lord Mayor and Aldermen and the Prince's Council appeared
on 18 May, and were "told Her Majesty was ready to give 
such orders as should be thought necessary,” it transpired 
that the shorteige was mainly due to contrary winds having 
delayed the sailing of the Newcastle convoy.^ A week later, 
however, a letter from the Mayor of Yarmouth to the Lord 
Mayor of London was read in Council, "relating to a
1. P.C. 2/82, 519.
2. P.C. 2/83, 305, 320.
5. Ibid., 447.
4. P.C. 2/80, 111. In March the Lord Mayor had complained
of the insufficiency of convoys for ships bringing cosd 
and salt from Newcastle to London ^bid., 70.
5. P.C. 2/80, 116.
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Combination of the colliers at Newcastle to keep up the 
price of Coales," upon which a Committee of the whole 
Council was appointed to investigate the allegation, while 
the Secretary of State was ordered to write to the Mayor 
of Yarmouth "That Her Majesty is well pleased with his 
Endeavour to discover the said Combination ... and to 
Encourage him in the further discovery t h e r e o f . T h e  
Committee's report summarised the information of the 
Customs officers at Yarmouth, who could find no trace of a 
Combination at Newcastle, but attributed the rise in the 
price of coal to "the great wages given to seamen and other 
incidents of the war" and to a change in the measure of coal; 
the Customs officers at Newcastle likewise declared that 
there was no Combination among the merchants or the owners 
of the colliers, but blamed the increased prices on "a 
confederacy between the Master Crimps and Undertakers at 
London"; the Mayor of Newcastle, who denied that the price 
of coal had risen there or the measure changed, submitted 
that if the convoys came and went regularly there would be 
no shortage; and the Maybr of Yarmouth, who disclaimed the 
suggestion that there was an agreement among the shipowners 
to limit the number of voyages made, and stated that "the 
flostmen or Coal Fitters at Newcastle are those who perplex
1. P.C. 2/80, 124. Meetings of the Committee, etc.
Ibid., 134, 135, 136, 144, 145, 167, 422.
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the Trade by advancing the Price, altering the measure, 
mixing the coales and bribing the buyers at London * That 
the Price of Coals was not 11/6 twenty or thirty years 
s i n c e . O u t  of this conflicting evidence the Council 
took up the point of convoys, ordering the Admiralty to 
see that they continued to sail regularly during the winter, 
and telling the Lord Mayor to assure the shipowners that 
they would continue to do so. The Lord Mayor was also 
ordered to repeal the bye-law of the Watermen's Company 
"forbidding the unloading any coales in the River Thames 
by the Lightermen until they have been offered to sale to
p
some Person Tradeing in coales on shore."
The Council's view in 1704 apparently was that if 
the supply of coal was facilitated the other difficulties 
would solve themselves.^ The problem was harder than 
they reckoned, however. The convoy system was disrupted 
chiefly by the indiscipline of the shipmasters, who dis­
liked arriving at London in a large fleet, as that tended 
to bring down the price they could get for their cargo 
and also made their crews an easy target for the Press 
Qang.^ The Crimps or Undertakers and other middlemen in
1. P.C. 2/80, 422; but this is not a complete copy of 
the Report.
2. Ibid., 171.
3. On 16 October 1704 the Admiralty got permission to
take off two ships from the coal convoys, since supplies 
were then good, and the season late. P.C. 2/80, 178.
4. Nef. J.U. The Rise of the British Coal Industry C1932)
II, 301.
5. Willan, T.S. The English Coasting Trade. 1660-19
(1938, Manchewlef) 3U-31.-------    ^
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London certainly were making big profits and putting up the 
cost of coal to the consumer.^ An investigation by a 
Committee of the House of Lords in 1705 had revealed a
Combination between the Hostmen-fitters at Newcastle and
2 ■
the London lightermen. In 1710 a statute made all combin­
ations at any stage of the coal trade illegal.^ In that 
year too the Council had to look again at the problem of coal. 
The Lord Mayor and Aldermen sent in a representation "relating 
to a Combination amongst the Masters of ships now employed in
4
the Coal Trade for enhancing the price of coales." This 
representation, and a petition from the Eeelmen at Newcastle, 
were considered on 15 and 20 June;^ on 16 July another 
Committee of the whole Council being appointed "to consider 
proper expedients for furnishing the City of London with 
coales and regulating the coal.trade." The Committee met 
on 19 July, and on 22nd, when a compromise was attempted 
between the various interests involved.^ On 26 July "the 
Committee was attended by Sir Gilbert Heathcote and others 
from the Lord Mayor and Court of Alderman of the City of London 
and by the Owners of the Coal Pitts at Newcastle, who give an 
account that they have made such concessions to the masters of
1. Nef. J.U. op.cit., I. 434; II, 100 - 102.
2. Ibid., 304.
3. 9 Anne, c. III.
4. P.O. 2/82, 587.
5. P.C. 2/83, 10, 12.
6. Ibid., 24.
7. Ibid., 26, 27.
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the ships, and made every thing so easie to them that 300 
sail are now ready to come away and a great many other ships 
are loading with all expedition and that the Eeelmen are 
likewise satisfied and hard at work ... The Lightermen, 
said to have obstructed the masters of ships there, are also 
called in and Reprimanded for their proceedings."^ Thus the 
matter was settled once more, and in the Register on 31 July 
1710 appears the note, "Memd. The Lord President gives an 
account of the proceedings of the Committee for the coal tradi."
This was not the limit of the Council's activities in 
the economic sphere. Early in Anne's reign the perennial 
problem of the wool trade reappeared. On 27 September the 
Board of Trade was ordered to consider it and to "Report their 
opinion to Her Majesty in Council before the sitting of the 
next Parliament. Many petitions were received^ from the 
clothiers amd others concerned with the wool trade, complaining
Z l
of its "decaying state". It was in P06 that John Haynes, 
a Commissioner of Wool in the reign of William III, a wool 
factor for thirty years,^ published one of his pamphlets 
putting forward proposals for hindering the exportation of 
wool. He stressed the necessity of preventing smuggling
1. P.C. 2/83, 35.
2. Ibid., 49.
3. P.C. 2/79, 221.
4. e.g. P.C. 2/79, 286, 349. cf. also the petition of the
Exeter wool merchants for a convoy, P.C. 2/80, 19I, 219;
and that of the York clothiers about abuses in wool- 
winding, P.C. 2/83, 12.
5. Haynes, J. A View of the Present State of the Clothing
Trade in England (l7oé), 1.
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from Ireland too, saying, "here I cannot omit taking notice 
of one thing that in my opinion is also prejudicial to the 
Subjects of England, Namely, the prohibition of Irish black 
cattle, for thereby the Irish are become great Breeders of 
Sheep, which makes such a stock of wool on their Hands, that 
they contrive to Export upon a prospect of far greater gain 
than they have in sending it to E n g l a n d . I n  a later 
publication he declared that, "the Woollen Manufaotuary, the 
Glory of our Kingdom1 the principal Employment of our Poor, 
and the chiefest Revenue of the Crown, is sunk to that degree 
.... that if some speedy Stop be not put to this Abuse 
Thousands of our Poor must starve, and our Neighbours be 
enriched with that which our Ancestors look'd upon as the 
only Staple Commodity, and as advantageous to us, as the
P
Mines of Mexico and Peru to the Spaniards." Fear of giving 
advantage to competitors led to attempts to prevent the export 
of tools and the emigration of skilled artisans, as well as 
the smuggling of wool.^
Tobacco, like wool, was a commodity that was smuggled 
with success. The Secretaries of State were instructed to 
write to the British ministers at the Courts of Spain, Portugal, 
Sweden and Muscovy about the regulation of the trade in
1. Haynes, J. A View of the Present State of the Clothing 
Trade in England (1706) 56.
2. Haynes, J. Great Britain's Glory (1715) 1 - 2 .
3. Lipson, E. The Economic History of England (1943) II,
105-106. A Short History oi Wool and itsManufacture 
(1953) 97-95:
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tobacco,^ and the Customs Commissioners were asked to
consider presenting legislation to Parliament for preventing
2
the smuggling of tobacco from the Isle of Man. The Council 
also took notice of the illegal practice of manufacturing 
tobacco by British subjects in Russia; the British envoy 
there was ordered to send home the persons engaged in that
%
manufacture and to see that their machinery was broken up.-'^  
Consideration of the question whether tobacco could legally 
be sent to Prance in neutral ships led to a decision that
Zl
it could. But a series of Orders in Council were directed 
to the prohibition of trade with Prance during the w a r a n d  
on the other hand it was ordered that notice should be pub- 
lished of free trade with Spain and the Spauiish Netherlands. 
These economic measures varied in their success. Neither 
the Council nor any other agency of government was as yet 
able to achieve full enforcement of such policies, and, 
indeed, there is a danger of ascribing too definite a policy 
to any government.^
The Council continued to have some dealings with the 
Chartered Companies. The Union of the two East Indian
1. P.C. 2/81, 498.
2. P.C. 2/82, 537.
5. P.C. 2/80, 370.
4. P.C. 2/81, 532.
5. e.g. P.C. 2/80, 185; 2/81, 32, 382; 2/82, 308, 315,
471; 2/83, 293.
6. P.C. 2/81, 206.
7. Claurk, G.N. The Dutch Alliance and the War against 
French trade. 1680-1597 fl923. Manchester), y.
384
Companies was formally authorised by the Order to Secretary 
Nottingham to prepare a Warrant for passing an Indenture under 
the Great Seal to that effect.^ The petition of the City of 
London, which asked that after the union no Londoner should 
hold a senior office in the Company unless he was a Freeman,
p
had previously been dismissed. The United East India 
Company submitted to the Council annual accounts of its
X
exports-'^  - these were merely noted and passed on to the Board 
of Trade, except in 1?11 and 1712 when the Commissioners were 
ordered "to examine and compare the same with the returnes of
Zl
other years and Report thereof to Her Majesty at this Board." 
The Royal African Company was granted certain Ordnance stores,^ 
and the Commissioners of Transports were ordered to provide a 
ship to carry them; a special disposition of Royal Navy ships 
was arranged for the protection of the African coast ; and the 
Company was given permission to use Her Majesty's Guard ships 
at the Nore and in the Medway for securing their recruits 
until shipping was ready for them. The incorporation of 
several new Companies was agreed on in Council,^ including
1. P.C. 2/79, 146.
2. Ibid., 115.
5. P.C. 2/81, 183, 357; P.O. 2/82, 73, 320; P.C. 2/83, 146 
P.C. 2/84, 270.
4. P.C. 2/83, 344; P.C. 2/84, 61.
5. P.C. 2/83, 281.
6. P.C. 2/83, 289.
7. P.C. 2/80, 73, 189; 2/81, 167; 2/82, 171; 2/83, 222,
256.
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that of the South Sea Company.^ All these examples show 
that, in spite of the fact that the Board of Trade had had 
a separate existence since 1696, the Council was still taking 
a good deal of responsibility in economic affairs.
Similarly, in Anne's reign, the Council still super­
vised the activities of the Board of Trade in connection with 
the colonies. When, in 1706, a Barbadoes Act "to supply the 
want of Cloth and to establish a method of creditt in this 
Island" was disallowed by the Queen in Council, Her Majesty, 
"taking notice of the ill consequences that might happen by 
Passing of Acts of like unusual and Extraordinary nature and 
importance in Her Majesty's Plantations, which will remain 
of Force there untill Her Majesty's Pleasure be signified to 
the contrary. Her Majesty with the advise of Her Privy 
Council is pleased to order that circular letters be Prepared 
for Her Majesty's Royall Signature to be sent to Her Majesty's 
Governors in the Plantations directing them not to pass in 
the respective Assemblies there any Acts of like unusual and 
Extraordinary nature and.Importance without having first
p
received Her Majesty's pleasure thereupon." In 1714 a 
Committee of the whole Council was appointed "to examine and
enquire into the Powers and authorities by which ... Her
Majesty's Plantations in America do pretend to the making
1. P.C. 2/83, 285.
2. P.C. 2/81, 257.
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and enacting laws to continue in force for so short a time, 
whereby Her Majesty's Prerogative of Approving such laws is 
e v a d e d . T h e s e  two instances prove that the Council still 
dealt in some affairs of importance in colonial policy.
Other actions ranged from approval of newly defined boundaries
2
for Virginia and Carolina, to such trivial details as sending 
a picture of the Queen to each of the Plantations to be dis­
played in the Council Chamber or Supreme Court of Justice.^
In both these instances the Council acted upon the recommend­
ation of the Commissioners of Trade and Plantations, and 
there is no doubt that it usually followed their expert 
advice. In one important sphere, however, the Council 
retained independent authority - as the supreme court of 
appeal for the empire.
Semi-judicial functions remainedi^ in Anne's reign, a 
feature of the Council's administrative activities, beyond 
the colonial sphere. The Counci16ontinued to deal with a 
large volume of individual's petitions, and to take a 
special interest in patent rights. It had, of course, to 
be careful not to exceed the limits and its jurisdiction set 
down by the Act of 1641. For example, when Thomas Morris 
and others, who proposed to erect a water engine under the
1. P.C. 2/84, 356.
2. P.C. 2/84, 66.
3. P.C. 2/79, 324.
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fourth arch of Loudon Bridge to improve London's water supply, 
asked for a writ of ad quod damnum "to the end it may 
Judicially appear whether the same be a nusience or not, 
the Council's order to the Attorney General to issue the writ 
was rescinded, because the New River Company petitioned "that
this matter of property and private interest only be tryed in
2
the Common Cause of Law." Pétitions before the Council 
embraced as wide a diversity of subjects as ever.^ The 
Register obviously does not give a full accamt of what 
petitions came before the Council, and especially those dealt 
with immediately there, since lists of petitions appear in 
the Council Minutes that are not in the Register; though in 
the last two years of the reign the sort of lists found in 
the Minutes appear regularly in the Register - for example, 
in the entry for 24 November 1712, which shows that two
petitions were read and rejected, three registered, and one
dismissed with the note, "Her Majesty has already given her
Zl
directions in the matter# " These petty matters do not add 
up to an important branch of administration, but they had to 
go to some department of government# Later in the eighteenth 
century it would probably have been the Secretaries of State 
who dealt with this sort of miscellaneous business, but in 
Anne's reign it was still the Council#
1.P.C# 2/79, 360#
2. Ibid., 369.
3. e.g. P.O. 2/79, 390; 2/80, 108, 124, 191; 2/81, 20,
, 506; 2/82, 89, 94; 2/83, 275, 395.
4. P.C. 2/84, 53.
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An occasion upon which the Council might well have acted 
in its judicial capacity, or appointed a Committee to act, was 
that of the inquest upon the Cadiz expedition: In William's
reign such enquiries had been conducted by the Council, twice 
in 1693 and once in 1695« ^  The Council did indeed take a 
considerable interest in the affair, as is shown by the 
frequent references to it and by the especially high attendance
of Councillors at the meetings when the subject appeared; but
2
the conduct of the actual enquiry was left to the arny. The 
Report of the General Officers was presented to the Council on 
7 January 1703, and referred to the Duke of Ormonde,^  and a 
week later the Register records that "The Duke of Ormonde gives
an account of his observations upon the Report of the General
Zl
Officers relating to Sir Charles Hara." The Report came up 
again four days later, but consideration of it was "respited". 
On 4 February the General Officers were ordered to reconsider 
the cases of Bellasis and Hara as new evidence had appeared.
On 18 February the Report of the General Officers was approved 
by the Queen in Council, and Bellasis was dismissed and Hara's 
suspension taken o f f M e a n w h i l e ,  a Proclamation had issued
1. P.C. 2/75, 216, 273; 2/76, 188.
2. P.C. 2/79, 225, 229, 240, 244, 257.
3. Ibid., 287.
4. Ibid., 292.
5. Ibid., 294.
6. Ibid., 306.
7. Ibid., 318.
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on 13 December 1702 about the plunder taken at Port St. Mary's^
and another was now Issued about the distribution of the
2
Prizes taken at Vigo.
The Council took a more active part in the investigation 
into the conduct of Vice-Admiral Gaydon in the West Indies. On 
25 November 1703 a Committee of the whole Council was appointed 
to examine the complaints against him, especially those con­
cerning his use of the Press Gang in the West Indies "at which 
time one of the Counci11 of His Royal Highness is to attend 
and to bring with him a Copy of the Orders given to Vice- 
Admiral 1 Gaydon; and the Lords Commissioners of Trade and 
Plantations are to Transmitt all Papers and extracts relating 
to Pressing at Jamaica. One or more of them to attend the 
said Committee with the said P a p e r s . T h e r e  is no trace in 
the Register of an immediate meeting of this Committee, but 
on 6 April 1704 there was a meeting of a Committee of the 
whole Council to consider the complaints against Commander
4
Walker in the West Indies. At the Council two days later 
the Commissioners of Trade and Plantations were ordered to 
write to the Governor of Barbadoes about the negligence of 
the then President and Council there ; the Admiralty was asked 
to report on the state of the provisions for Walker's Squadron; 
end Commander Walker was dismissed from further atteadauce
1. P.C. 2/79, 264.
2. Ibid., 319; cf. ibid., 448.
3. Ibid., 462,
4. P.C. 2/80, 96; cf. 104, 105.
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upon the Council, as recommended by the Committee examining
the complaints against him.^ The Admiralty presented a
Report in September, admitting the badness of Walker's pro- 
2visions. Later in the same year, when the Council was 
considering an Admiralty proposal about the armaments of the 
Fleet, the Prince's Council were ordered to attend at the 
Board, "in relation to this matter, and also to give a 
particular account of the Tryalls of the officers at the late 
Court Martiall for not keeping the Line of Battle in the Sea 
Fight this summer in the M e d i t e r r a n e a n . S e v e r a l  other 
cases were investigated by Committees under the immediate
4
direction of the Council.
This accamt of the Council's semi-judicial activities 
arose from a consideration of the Committee for Hearing 
Appeals from the Plantations : mention of the plantations 
might equally have led to some discussion of the Council's 
interest in other outlying possessions of the Crown, namely, 
Ireland, Scotland, and the Channel Islands. They may be 
briefly dealt with. In Anne's reign there were no departures 
from tradition as far as Jersey and Guernsey were concerned. 
There was perhaps rather less business concerning the Islands 
passing through the Council, but the Committee for Jersey and
1. P.C. 2/80, 106, 107, 110.
2. Ibid., 174.
5. Ibid., 248.
4. P.C. 2/84, 188, 191, 203, 208, 345, 346, 359.
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Guernsey, occupied almost entirely by hearing appeals in law 
cases, continued to meet fairly frequently. In Irish affairs 
a definite decline can be seen in the amount of business done 
by the Council since William's reign, and especially since 
its early years when the powerful Irish Committee was active. 
The Irish Committees of Anne's reign dealt only with Irish 
Bills. The Union with Scotland gave rise to a good deal of 
Privy Council activity, most of it formal in chsiracter. In 
July 1706 a notice was ordered to be published, condemning 
seditious discourses against the Union.^ In 1707 two 
petitions were referred by the Council to the Treasury: one 
was from the English merchants who "have imported from 
Portugal considerable Quantities of Wine, which cannot be 
disposed of, by reason of the French wines brought in
collusively and humbly praying some means may be taken to
2
prevent such pernicious trade."; and the other from the 
Scottish merchants who had shipped wine into London. When 
the Treasury had reported on the latter, the law officers 
were ordered "to call the Parties before them, and endeavour 
to settle such a method of Proceeding as may be most 
Expeditious for bringing this matter to an easy and proper 
Determination. The Union resulted in the centralisation 
of government in Parliament and the Privy Council, and
1. P.C. 2/81, 243.
2. Ibid., 383.
3. Ibid., 408, 418.
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uniformity at the local government level when the English 
system of J.P.'a was extended north of the Border, but it 
produced an administrative innovation in the third Secretary­
ship of State. The creation of this office was announced 
at a meeting of the Council on 5 February I7O8: the record 
in the Register reads, "Her Majesty is pleased to Declare 
That the publick Business increasing. Her Majesty has 
thought fitt to Appoint a third Secretary of Stateof Great 
Britain, But that Her Majesty intends nevertheless to continue 
Porrain Affairs for the present in the cause of dispatch they 
are now i n . Q u e e n s b u r y  was thereupon sworn in as the 
third Secretary of State.
The Council's activities have been described at such 
length to show that the idea of its being inactive throughout 
the eighteenth century cannot be accepted without reservation, 
nor can it be said that in Anne's reign all the Council's 
work was routine or formal. The positive part b®iûg played 
in everyday administration by the Council led up to the 
climax of its efforts at the time of the Queen's fatal 
illness. Before dealing with the last days of the reign, 
however, it is worth examining some of the work of the Council 
that can truly be called formal - for in its own way even 
this had some importance.
1. P.C. 2/82, 256.
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The accession of Queen Anne was a perfectly normal 
one, so it is a good example of the processes of govern­
ment involved in a change of sovereigns, in which processes 
the Privy Council took a leading part. The first volume 
of the Privy Council Register for the reign of Anne opens 
with an account of the death of King William "after whose 
decease, many of the Lords of His rrivy Council who were 
then present Assembled themselves in the Council Chamber 
at Kensington and after some time agreed to go in a Body 
to attend Her Majesty Queen Ann at Her Palace at St. James's 
to acquaint her Majesty with the decease of the late King.
At« St. James's, "The Lords of the Council having attended 
Her Majesty Queen Ann ... And having acquainted Her Majesty 
with the Decease of the late King William ... Their Lord-i
ships returned into the Council Chamber, and there prepared
2
the Form of a Proclamation for Proclaiming Her Majesty."
The Queen then came to the Council Chamber and made a speech, 
which, at the Council's request, was ordered to be printed.^ 
After that, Prince George having taken his place at the 
Board, all the Privy Councillors present were sworn in as 
Her Majesty's Privy Council, and the Clerks also took new
1. P.O. 2/79, 1.
2. Ibid.
3. P.O. 2/79» 2. Trevelyan, G.M. op.cit.. I, 163, points
out that.the speech was important because it told the
world that the Queen intended to continue King
William's policies.
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oaths of office.^ The great officers of state delivered up 
their seals, which the Queen returned to them, and warrants 
were ordered to be prepared authorizing their continued use 
for the time being. The Attorney General was instructed to 
prepare a Proclamation for all government officials to
continue to act, in accordance with the provisions of the
2
Act of 1696. The Archbishop of Canterbury was asked to 
consider the necessary alterations in the Prayer Book.^ A 
Committee was nominated to supervise the arrangements for the 
late King's funeral. A Proclamation continuing the Malt 
Tax in force was issued.^ At 3 o'clock inthe afternoon the 
Proclamation of the Queen's accession was signed by the 
Councillors and other prominent persons, and ceremonially 
published at St. James's, Charing Cross, and at Temple Bar, 
where the procession was joined "by the Lord Mayor, Aldermen 
and Sheriffs of the City of London in their formalities 
(according to information given to the Sheriffs of London 
this morning by the Privy Council, when they attended their 
Lordships at the Council Board)", and so continued to the 
Royal Exchange, "where Her Majesty is again Proclaimed with
g
Great Demonstration of Joye."
1. P.C. 2/79, 2-3.
2. 7 & 8 Williams III c. XV.
3. P.C. 2/79, 3.
4. Ibid., 4-.
5. Ibid.
6. Ibid., 7.
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At its afternoon meeting the Privy Council had issued 
the Proclamation continuing persons in their offices of 
government;^ given the Heralds their formal Order to proclaim
the Queen; sent out letters to the Sheriffs and to Ireland
2
about the Proclamation; authorised the Secretaries of State 
to acquaint the Houses of Parliament with the late King's 
death; passed the Warrants for the continued use of theéld 
Seals of office;^ and instructed the Officers of the Board 
of Greencloth to continue to regulate Household expenses 
according to the existing Establishment. The first meeting 
of the Committee on the King's Funeral took place the same 
day, with twelve Privy Councillors present.^ The next day 
there was a Council meeting at which letters were sent to the 
plantations and Jersey and Guernsey about proclaiming the 
Queen and continuing officials in office. The alterations 
in the Prayer Book were approved.^ Normal business was 
resumed with instructions being issued to the Treasury and 
Admiralty about passes for ships to sail in spite of the
Q
embargo. At later meetings of the Council the swearing-in
1. P.O. 2/79, 8.
2. Ibid., 9, 10.
3. Ibid., 11.
4. Ibid., 12.
5. Ibid.
6. Ibid., 15-19; an Order to the Post Office about
conveying the letter, ibid., 20.
7. Ibid.
8. Ibid., 22.
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of Privy Councillors and newly appointed officers of state 
continued, and the Committees on the King's Funeral and the 
Queen's Coronation met frequently. Thus the formal details 
of an accession were carried through by the Privy Council.
The course of action taken was already established by 
precedent. At James II's accession, for example, a similar 
procedure had been followed,^ when the King's speech to the 
Privy Council had been especially important, in allaying
Protestant anxiety and averting possible opposition to a
2
Roman Catholic'a accession. The Regency Act of 1707» which
embodied the provisions of the 1696 Act for the continuance of 
Parliament and extended them to the whole of the United King­
dom, recognised the role of the Privy Council in managing an 
accession when it provided that the Privy Council "shall not 
be determined or dissolved by the Death or Demise of Her 
Majesty Her Heirs or Successors but such Privy-Council shall
continue and act as such by the Space of Six Months next after 
such Demise unless sooner determined by the next Successor",^ 
and, if the Queen died without issue, "the Privy Coun^l for 
Great Britain in being at the time of such Demise shall with 
all convenient speed cause the next Protestant Successor 
entitled to the Crown of Great Britain ... to be openly and
1. P.C. 2/71, 1, etc.
2. Or r , D. EnRland in the Reigns of James II and William III
(19b, oicïSràT'i^ ï:------  ---  ---------------------
3. 6 Anne, C. XII, (Section VIII).
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solemnly proclaimed in Great Britain and Ireland in such 
Manner and Form as the preceding Kings and Queens respectively 
have been usually proclaimed after the demise of their 
respective Predecessors and that all and every Member and 
Members of the said Privy Council wilfully neglecting or 
refusing to cause such Proclamation to be made shall be 
guilty of High Treauson"^ The probability that the Queen's 
successor would be out of the country when she died was 
provided against by the nomination of Lords Justices who 
were to take office automatically and hold it until his 
arrival, the Instruments of their appointment being lodged 
with the Successor's Resident, the Archbishop of Canterbury, 
and the Lord Chancellor, who were to produce them in the
2Privy Council after the Queen's death. Thus the Act rec­
ognised trhat was the normal procedure at an accession, and 
established special safeguards for the unusual circumstances 
that seemed likely to follow Queen Anne's death. If the 
most significant parts of the 1696 and 1707 Acts were those 
dealing with Parliament» their smooth working depended upon 
the conduct of the Privy Council, and though Parliament was 
in session when Queen Anne came to the throne, it was not 
when she died. In 1702 the Parliament, hearing that King
1. 6 Anne, C. XLI, (Section X).
2. 6 Anne, c. XLI, (Sections XI - XIV).
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William had died, immediately sent an address of loyalty to 
the Queen, but meanwhile the Privy Council already had the 
business of the accession well in hand ; Secretary Vernon 
"acquainted the House, That the Queen's Majesty, in Council, 
had commanded him to acquaint this House, That it hath 
pleased God to take to his mercy our late most Gracious 
Sovereign King William, about 8 o'clock this Morning: And 
that the usual Orders were given for proclaiming Her Majesty, 
according as hath been accustomed, at 3 o'clock this After­
noon. In addition, on this occasion the Council had to
advise the Queen whether the Parliament then sitting should 
legally be considered thee first of her reign, and it advised
p
her that it should not be so considered.
The Union with Scotland made necessary various formal 
changes, similar to those at the sovereign's accession, and
z
like them carried through by means of the Privy Council.^
A Proclamation of a General Thanksgiving marked the conclusion
i,
of the Union. A Committee of the whole Council met to 
settle "the Ensigns Armorial, and the conjoining the Crosses
1. L.J. XVII, 63; C.J. XIII, 782.
2. P.C. 2/79, 32.
3. Riley, P.W.J. "Queen Anne's Ministers and the
Administration of Scotland, 1707-1714-" (1957, Ph.D. 
Thesis, University of London), deals thoroughly with 
the changes made by the Union and its practical 
consequences for the conduct of administration and 
political management.
4. P.C. 2/81, 329.
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1
of St. George and St. Andrew and other matters of that nature.*’ 
As at the beginning of a new reign the great officers returned 
their seals and were re-sworn in Council, with the designation 
Great Britain instead of England in their titles.^ New seals 
for their use had also to be made and formally handed over to 
them. ^
On 20 May 1707, ”by Her Majesty’s special Command the 
Lord President of Her Majesty’s most Honourable Privy Council 
Declared her Royal Pleasure in Council, That the several Lords 
and others hereafter named be the persons continued to be
n
summoned to Her Majesty's most Honourable Privy Council." The 
list that follows is of 47 names, which means that 16 
Councillors whose names had been on the list up to that time 
were quietly dropped. Immediately afterwards, four Scottish 
peers were sworn in,^ and "a draft of a Commission prepared by 
Mr, Attorney General constituting a Privy Council for that 
part of the United Kingdom called Scotland was this day read 
at the Board and approved by Her Majesty and the said draft 
was afterwards Delivered by Order to the Earl of Marr. The 
new Scottish Privy Council was not to have a long life.^  A
1. Ibid., 515, 314, 317, 338, 342, 369.
2. e.g. The Lord Chancellor and Lord Treasurer, P.C.2/81,387. 
Harley, Secretary of State, Ibid., 395, (against which 
entry in the Register appears the note, "Memd. This Order 
was thus drawn by Mr. Harley's Particular directions.")
3. e.g. The Great Seal, P.C. 2/81, 469.
4. P.C. 2/81, 361.
5. They were Montrose, Marr, Loudoun, and Seafield; P.C.2/81,
362. Queensberry joined them a few days later,. Ibid.,574
6. P.C.2/81, 363.
7. Rilgy, P.W.J.op.cit.shows that Godolphin tried to govern 
Scotland by thô old methods, even after the unforeseen 
abolition of the Scottish Privy Council had upset his 
calculations^
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year later the Clerk of the Council wrote to all Privy 
Councillors that "Her Majesty has been pleased to order that a 
Council should be summoned to meet at Kensington on Monday 10th 
instant at 6 in the evening at which time the Lords of the 
Council will be sworn over again as is directed by the Act in 
the last session."^ On 10 May 1708 the new Privy Council of 
Great Britain was sworn in, with its Clerks.^ There were 25 
members present at the ceremony: all the others on the list 
of 20 May 1707 were admitted at various meetings during the 
next three years, and before the end of the reign 8 of the 16 
Councillors who had been left out in 1707 were also back. 
Nevertheless, the virtual dismissal of even 8 Privy Councillors 
is notable, at a time when it is generally supposed the striking 
off of the names of Councillors was falling into disuse.^
There was no immediate intake of Scottish peers to 
compensate for the loss of the Scottish Privy Council, but in
1. P.C. 2/82, 70.
2. Ibid., 71.
5. Ailesbury must be referring, inaccurately, to this
incident when he says, "The Queen in Council struck 
out the names with her own hand of the Earls of 
Rochester, Thanet etc. to the number of twenty-four 
Privy Councillors; a thing never practiced before." 
Ailesbury, T. Memoirs: written by himself (1890,
Roxburghe Club), 56Ô.
There are later instances of Privy Councillors being 
struck out of the list, e.g. in 1725 the Earl of
Macclesfield; in 1794 the Earl of Shannon and Henry Flood
Esq., P.C. 2/89» 69; 2/127» 124.
It is true, however, that apart from the incident of 
1707» the last politically important dismissals from the 
Privy Council were those of Nottingham, Normanby and 
Seymour in 1696, and Monmouth in 1697; P.C. 2/76, 523, &74.
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1709 Argyll was admitted, and in 3?11 and 1712 Orkney, 
Annandale, Islay and Athole were added. Meanwhile, the 
English system of J.P.’s had been extended to Scotland by 
the same Act that abolished the Scottish Privy Council,^ and 
on 10 May 1708 the Council approved the proposed lists of 
justices and ordered "that to each shire the Lords of Her 
Majesty’s most honourable Privy Council as also the severall 
Lords of Scotland lato6f Her Majesty’s most honourable Privy 
Council be added. Also the Lords Justiciary of the time
being, and the first magistrate of every burgh within each
2
county for the time being, provided he be not a Brewer..." 
Proclamations about holding the first Parliament of Great 
Britain had been issued on 29 April and 5 June 1707.^ On 
23 June the judges were asked to give an Opinion on two 
questions, which were, "Whether it be expedient that writs 
of summons be Issued as usual to the Lords of Parliament 
against the next session", and "Whether Her Majesty meets 
the Parliament the next session as a new Parliament in every 
other respect than that Her Majesty according to the Power 
given her by the Act of Union has by Proclamation continued 
the members of the House of Commons to be the members of the
1. 6 Anne, c. XL: An Act for rendering the Union of the two
Kingdoms more complete. (Section II).
2. P.C. 2/82, 72.
5. P.C. 2/81, 551» 374.
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House of Commons for and on behalf of England".^ The answers,
which Her Majesty ordered to be entered in the Council Book,
were that, "1st" we "are humbly of opinion That writts of
summons are not necessary to be issued to the Lords of
Parliament ... because your Majesty's Declaration before, and
Royal Proclamations after, the 1st of May are in lieu of
Writts of Summons. 2ndly ... that your Majesty meets the
new Parliament the next session as a new Parliament in every 
2
sense." Thereafter, Proclamations were regularly issued 
about the election of Scottish peers to Parliament.^
The final crisis of the Queen's reign has bemfully and 
frequently described. Trevelyan gives a dramatic account, 
based on the Privy Council Register.^ After describing 
the policies of those involved, and especially what he calls 
the "Middle Party", he says, "The instrument ready to its hand
was the Privy Council. The existing Cabinet had no dynastic
policy which it caured to announce. Moreover the Cabinet was 
a meeting of the confidential servants of the Crown unknown 
to law, and drawings its authority from the presence of the 
Queen as its chairman. When therefore she was incapacitated 
by grave illness, the Cabinet lost much of its customary
1. P.C. 2/81, 387.
2. Ibid., 405.
3. P.C. 2/82, 64; 2/83, 104; 2/84, 44.
4. Trevelyan, G.M. op.cit.. Ill, 302-306, 308-309.
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prestige. On this great occasion it made nof attempt to 
assert itself. In normal times the Privy Council was 
gradually yielding power to the smaller and more partisan 
body. But when, during the recess of Pari lament and the 
mortal sickness of the Monarch, sudden action of the highest 
importance had to be taken in the name of the laws and for 
the safety of the realm, the old constitutional power and 
authority of the Privy Council stood England in good stead.
The important thing was that at the moment of crisis there was 
this instrument of government ready to hand. It was ready 
because it was in continuous use in the years leading up to 
1714, not indeed to make policy decisions of such significance 
as that of advising the Queen to appoint Shrewsbury Lord 
Treasurer, but still involved in the day to day working of 
the government. The procedure to be followed at such a 
crisis was suggested by precedent. The Councillors and 
Clerks knew from experience what steps must be taken for the 
defence of the realm and what was the correct procedure to be 
followed at a change of sovereigns.
On 30 July 1?14, when the Council met, "12 at noon
2
and continued by several Adjournments till late at Night," 
there were 23 Councillors present. Somerset and Argyll were
there perfectly regularly, having been sworn in as members of
1. Trevelyan, G.M. op.cit.. Ill, 303.
2. P.C. 2/84 , 371, W T
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thé:Privy Council of Great Britain on 26 May 1708 and 3 
February 1709 respectively; and though Somerset had not 
attended a Council since 21 September 1710, Arga^ ll (never a 
frequent attender) had been at one as recently as 20 February 
1714. Shrewsbury is said to have thanked the two Dukes for
coming, which suggests that he took the lead from the first
in the deliberations of the Council.^ The Register records
that, "Her Majesty having this morning at 10 of the clock
been taken dangerously ill, Their Lordships mett in the
Councill Chamber and Considering the present Exigency of
Affairs were unanimously of an Opinion to move the Queen That
o
she would Constitute the Duke of Shrewsbury Lord Treasurer." 
The Queen's physicians were asked whether she was fit to be 
spoken to, before four Councillors went to her with the 
advice.^ "The Duke of Shrewsbury was forthwith commanded 
to attend Her Majesty, and returned to the Board after having 
received from Her Majesty's hands, the Staff of the Lord 
Treasurer of Great Britain. And his Grace then took the
il
Oaths appointed, and his seat at the Board accordingly."
In passing, it is perhaps worth pointing out that the Lord 
President, though present, was not included in the delegation
1. Michael. W. The BeRinninRS of the Hanoverian Dynasty
(1936), 53. -----
2. P.C. 2/84, 371, (A).
3. They were Harcourt, Dartmouth, Poulett and Bolingbroke.
4. P.C. 2/84, 371, (A).
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that waited upon the Queen. The Duke of Buckinghamshire 
was, apparently, "deep in the Jacobite plot",^ but he co­
operated in the measures the Council took that day and duly 
signed the letters it sent out; in any case the President 
ranked below the Lord Treasurer and the Lord Chancellor, but 
it would be interesting to know whether he or Shrewsbury 
actually presided over this particular meeting.
Shrewsbury having taken his place in Council, "Upon 
considering the Dangerous Condition of Her Majesty's Health 
it was thought fit to give the following orders for securing
p
the Peace and Quiet of Her Majesty's Dominions." Letters 
were written to the Lords Justices of Ireland, the Lord Mayor 
of London, and the Governors of Castles iin North Britain. 
Ormonde, who was present for at least some part of the 
meeting, was ordered to send directions to the Governors of 
Garrisons to be on their guard, to "draw together" the Horae 
and Dragoons near London, and to send for four Batt&lions of 
troops from Flanders - "Lord Bolingbroke was (viva voce) 
desired to write to the Commissioners of the Admiralty to get 
Transports prepared to bring over the said Forces." The 
Officers of the Ordnance wereinstructed to provide twenty 
rounds of all sorts of ammunition for the Tower, and the
1. Trevelyan, G.M., op.cit.. Ill, 293.
2. P.C. 2/84, 371, (tyr
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Treasury and Admiralty were sent orders for a general embargo 
to be imposed.^ All these letters and Orders were signed by 
members of the Council, in the usual manner: so far as form 
went there might have been no crisis - orders for embargos, 
in particular, were commonplace. This emphasises the value 
of the Council in this moment, and also illustrates something 
of its normal routine.
As the day went on, the Queen's physicians were called 
in to give their latest reports; the Sheriffs of London were 
informed of the state of her health; the Lord Chief Justice, 
Parker, was summoned to attend, (he was a Privy Councillor, 
but he does not seem, from the later signatures and list of 
attendances, to have appeared); and Mr. Secretary Bromley was 
told to send a copy of th# 10 p.m. medical bulletin to the 
Minister of the Elector of Brunswick ^and to acquaint him 
of the true state and condition of Her Majesty's Health."
Then the letters to the Lord Lieutenants throughout the King­
dom "Ordered by Her Majesty some days since in pursuance of 
the Address of the House'of Lords to put the Laws in execution 
against Papists and Non-Jurors were read and signed." Letters 
were also sent to the Custodes Rotulorum and Mayors and to the 
J.P.'s of Scotland about tendering the oaths to suspected 
persons and seizing horses and arms. Finally, it is recorded:
1. P.C. 2/84 , 374-.
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"The Clerks of the Council Ordered to attend all night to give 
Their Lordships an Account if need be of any sudden Alteration 
in Her Majesty's condition, And they adjourned till tomorrow at 
8 a clock,
On 31 July the Council again met for an extended session:
"Saturday morning and Continued by several adjournments till
2
late at night." This time there were 38 Councillors present, 
including all those who had been there the day before, with 
Oxford, Som ers, Sunderland, and Cowper, (who had not attended 
meetings since 24 September, 2 June and 21 September 1710), 
also present.^ After the doctors' report had been read, it 
was "Ordered that a draft of a letter be prepared to the 
Elector of Brunswick to acquaint His Highness of Her Majesty's 
condition and to request iiis immediate presence. " Bothwittar 
and Kreienberg were called in and told what had been done»
"and that Their Lordships were ready to receive from them any 
proposalls they had to make for High Highness's service. To 
which they returned their thanks and were entirely satisfied 
with the Course the Council had taken and had nothing further 
to propose. The said letter was accordingly read and approved 
and signed and two duplicates made thereof, to be sent to
1- P.C. 2/84, 375-385.
2. P.C. 2/84, 385.
3* Argyll and Somerset are said to have made a motion that
all Privy Councillors should be summoned to attend.
Michael. W. TMe Beginnings of the Hanoverian Dynasty
(1936) 34.     j
4. P.C. 2/84, 386.
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Baron Botimma by Mr. Secretary Bromley who was to convey them 
two different ways."  ^ Mr. Secretary Bromley was then 
instructed to write to the Earl of Stafford at the Hague, to 
acquaint the States General of the Queen's illness "and to
desire their assistance if occasion require, for the security
2
of the Protestant succession." Orders about the disposition
of forces followed, and Ormonde was authorised to sign the
"Word of the Month"; then "Sir John Leake from the Admiralty
attended, and was desired to get ready what ships of war they
could, in the Downs. Finally, "The Act of the 6 of Queen
Anne relating to the Succession was read, and Their Lordships
considered what was tobe done in case of Her Majesty's Demise
4pursuant to the said Act." No doubt feeling that no pre­
caution was now wanting, the Councillors adjourned, having 
heard the doctors' latest reports and again ordered the Clerks 
"to attend all Night and in case the Doctors Reported Her 
Majesty to be in the utmost Danger to give their Lordships 
immediate notice thereof." The Register for Queen Anne's 
reign concludes with this note: "Memd. On Sunday morning
1 of August Dr. Shadwell having acquainted the Clerks of the 
Council at 6 of the Clock that Her Majesty could not last 
above two hours, the Messengers were immediately dispatcht 
to summon their Lordships.
1. P.C. 2/84, 586. The letter was signed at 11 o'clock by 
all those present, including two Clerks of the Council, 
Southwell and Musgrave, ibid., 387.
2. P.C. 2/84, 387.
3. Ibid., 388.
4. Ibid., 389.
5. Ibid., 390.
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After such careful preparations it is not surprising 
that George I*s accession followed smoothly. Upon the 
Clerks' summons the Council met and the well-known 
procedure for proclaiming a monarch got under way. The 
lords Justices, as provided in the Regency Act, took office. 
Everything remained so peaceful that the new King did not 
even have to hurry to take over his inheritance. Jacobite 
plotting had come to nothing. The weight of law and custom, 
as embodied in the Privy Council for the vital three days, 
had prevailed.
P A R T  III
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CHAPTER 7 
THE LORI) PRESIDENT
The Lord Presidency is not an ancient office.^ The 
first appointment to it seems to have been made in 1530, and 
it was not always filled between that date and 1679: it was 
held by Viscount Conway from 1628 until his death in 1631,
2
but after that no one else was appointed until Shaftesbury. 
When Charles II made Shaftesbury Lord President in 1679 the 
office was re-established and did not lapse again. Between 
1579 and 1714 there were ten Lord Presidents and the office 
was never vacant for longer than six weeks between the dis­
missal of Halifax on 21 October 1685 and the appointment of 
Sunderland on 4 December 1685; though Leeds was suspended
from attendance at the Council for the last four years of
%
his Presidency.
1. Baldwin, J.P. The King’s Council in England during the 
Middle Ages, (lyl3),369•
Pollard, A.P. "Council, Star Chamber, and Privy Council 
under the Tudors," E.H.R. XXKVII, (1922). 353-
2. G.E.C., The Complete Peerage, (1910-1953; 11, 622. 
Turner, Privy Council, I, l05, points out that there 
were presidents of the Council of State during the 
Commonwealth and Protectorate.
3. The Lord Presidents of the period were:-
21 April 1679 Anthony Ashley-Cooper, 1st Earl of
Shaftesbury.
Struck off the list of the Council 
15 October 1679-
24 Oct. 1679 John Robartes, 1st Earl of Radnor.
Retired 22 Aug. 1684.
24 Aug. 1684 Laurence Hyde, 1st Earl of Rochester.
/Contd.
4-n
The status of the Presidency was not clearly defined 
in 1679: it depended upon the energy, ability and political
5. (Oontd)
18 Feb. 1685
4 Dec. 1685 
14 Feb. 1689
18 May 1699
29 Jan. 1702 
9 July 1702
25 Nov. 1708 
21 Sept.1710 
14 June 1711
George Savile, 1st Marquis of Halifax. 
Struck off the list of the Council 
21 October 1685.
Robert Spencer, 2nd Earl of Sunderland. 
Struck off the list of the Council 
29 Oct. 1688. (i)
Thomas Osborne, 1st Earl of Danby, 1st. 
Marquis of Carmarthen, 1st. Duke of Leeds. 
Suspended from attending the Council 
May 1695.
Thomas Herbert, 8th Earl of Pembroke and 
5th Earl_of Montgomery.
Created Lord High Admiral of England 
18 Jan. 1702.
Charles Seymour, 6th Duke of Somerset. 
Pembroke^(again).
Created Lord High Admiral of Great Britain 
25 Nov. 1708. (ii)
John Somers, 1st Lord Somers.
Dismissed September 1710.
Rochester (again).
Died 21 May 1711.
John Sheffield, 1st Duke of Buckinghamshire 
and Normanby.
(i) Sunderland remained Secretary of State for the 
Southern Department for the whole of his Presidency. 
There is no evidence in the Register, or the Gazette, 
the Viscount Preston, who came in as Secretary of 
State for the Northern Department upon Sunderland’s 
dismissal, was "chosen President of the Council at 
the end of October 1688," as is stated in the D.N.B.
(ii) Pembroke was also Lord Lieutenant of Ireland from 
April 1707, until his appointment as Admiral.
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situation of the Lord Presidents. Shaftesbury, Sunderland 
and Danby made the most of their position. Rochester, 
Halifax and Somers, though they were statesmen of comparable 
standing, did not add to the importance and influence of 
the office. Radnor, Pembroke, Somerset and Buckinghamshire 
were perhaps not such important persons as the others, but 
none of them was a conspicuous failure, and Pembroke, in 
particular, seems to have been a conscientous President 
and an altogether more important person than is generally 
allowed.^
The Lord President was appointed by a declaration
2
of the sovereign in Council. After the sovereign had 
announced the appointment, the oaths were administered to
1. Of the ten Lord Presidents of this period, only two 
have had adequate biographies written about them, i.e.:- 
Poxcroft, H.C. The Life and Letters of Sir George 
Savile, Bt, First" Marquis of Halifax (1898)
Browning',' A'. "Thomas Osborne, Earl of Danby and
Duke of Leeds, T632-l'/12. (T95i-, Glasgow) .
There is an interpretation of the character of 
Sunderland in :-
Kenyon, J.P. "The Earl of Sunderland and the Revolution 
of 1688." C.H.J. XI, No.). (1955). There are two 
particularly unfortunate gaps in the manuscript sources 
for a study of the Lord Presidents of this period.
For the years from 1690 onwards there is "almost a 
complete blank" in the Leeds Papers. (Browning, op.cit., 
II, 5)' No papers at all seem to have survived belonging 
to the 8th Earl of Pembroke. Information that none 
exist at V/ilton was kindly supplied by Lord Herbert, 
author of The Pembroke Papers, (1939) (q.v., Preface).
2. House of Commons. Reports' of Committees, 13. 25th 
Report from the Se1ect Qommittee on Finance (1798) 188, 
says that the method of appointment of the Lord 
President is "by Declaration of His Majesty in Council."
the Lord President, and then, in the words of the Register,
he "took his place at the Board accordingly." An early
seventeenth century manuscript about the office of Lord
President states that, "Of the oath or letters patents of
the Lords President of the King’s Privy Council, or of his
constitution by order (?) of Councell I finde nothing. And
therefore both my selfe and all the Antiquaries with whom I
have att sundry times conferred are of opinion that this office
was given by a verball constitution from the King’s mouth to
continue att his,pleasure, and no longer.Certainly there
is no oath of office for the Lord President among those listed
2
at the beginning of various volumes of the Register, so the 
oaths he took upon his admission must have been the oaths of 
Allegience and Supremacy. Southwell’s "Mixt Notes" say about 
the administration of oaths : "All Lords and others sworn
in the Councill Chamber are sworne by the Clerke of the 
Councill in waiting ; the party kneeling at the upper end of 
the table by the King’s chair, and taking tw^ o oaths of 
Fidelity and Supremacy and then the oath of his respective 
office standing.There was a technical exception to the 
rule of the Lord President’s being appointed by declaration 
of the sovereign in Council when the Privy Council of England
1. B.M. Hargrave MSS. 321. Collection Relating to Trade, 
Revenue, Law, etc. 621.
2. e.g. P.C. 2/83 1 - 4 .
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861. 121 v.
4.14-
was re-sworn as the Privy Council of Great Britain on
10 May 1708. ^ A note among the Unbound Papers of the Privy
Council draws attention to the fact that, "Thomas Earl of
Pembroke was the Lord President of the Council at this Time,
and continued so till the 25 of November when John Lord Somers
was declared Lord President. It does not appear that Lord
Pembroke was declared Lord President after being sworn of the
2Council as above."
Vi/hen Shaftesbury became Lord President, the French
Ambassador reported to Louis XIV that, "The rank which is
given to Lord Shaftesbury, President of the Council, has with
%
it a salary of 4000 pounds." This was the current salary 
of the Lord Chancellor,^ but it seems that the Lord President 
was not given so much. A list of the salaries of the great 
officers of state, included among the papers in King William’s 
Chest, shows that the Lord President received only £1500 - as 
compared with £4000 to the Lord Chancellor, £1950 each to the 
Secretaries of State, and £1825 to the Lord Privy Seal 
Shaftesbury himself seems to have received only £1000 per annum: 
the payment was authorised as, "in lieu of ten dishes every meal
formerly made to the Lord President of the said Council._____
1. P.C. 2/82 71.
2. P.C. 1/2 Bundle 8.
5. Barillon to Louis XIV, 21 April 1679, translated and
quoted by Christie, V/.D. A Life of Anthony Ashley Cooper, 
1st Earl of Shaftesbury, (l87I) Ï1, Appendix ?II, cix. 
Cited as an authority, ibid., II, 527.
4-. e.g. Hawtrey, E.C. The Private Diary of William 1st Earl 
Cowper, (1855, Eton) H
5. S.P. 8/2, Pt. II, 154.
6. C.T.B. VI, 160.
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Radnor, his successor as Lord President, got the same £1000, 
plus £500 as "royal b o u n t y . T h e  money warrants in the 
Calendars of Treasury Books show that the salary of the Lord 
President remained £1500 pe];6nnum for the rest of this period, 
but by the end of the eighteenth century it had gone up to
p
£4000. Upon the appointment of Pembroke in 1699, the
Treasury Minutes recorded that he was to be allowed £1000 a
%
year as royal bounty, but he was still paid at the rate of 
£15OC, not £2000.^ It may be noted, in passing, that Leeds 
continued to be paid his salary as Lord President up to 
the date of Pembroke’s appointment, although he had been 
suspended from attending the Council since 1695.
The comparative smallness of the Lord President’s salary 
was one of the things Danby disliked about the idea of getting 
that office in 1689: the Presidency was "a place of credit 
and place but of small profit,whereas the Lord Treasureship,
7
which he coveted, might be worth as much as £20,000. The 
Lord President was denied the advantage appertaining to the 
other great offices of state - supplementing his salary by 
taking fees.^ According to Halifax, William "said he intended
1. C.T.B. VI, 502.
2. House of Commons. Reports, op. cit. 186, 188.
3. C.T.B. XIV, 90. 
e^ g^. C.T.B. XVI, 582.
5 . e.g. Ibid. , 145.
6. Browning A. (ed.) Memoirs of Sir John Reresby,
(1958, Glasgow). 555^
7. Poxcroft, H.C. op.cit. II, 65 u.
8. House of Commons, Reports, op. cit., 188.
to give Ld. President more than his salary, upon my moving
him to deal liberally with h i m . I n  1691 Carmarthen was
granted a pension of £5500 a year for 21 years from Christmas 
2
1690, and by the end of the century he was drawing £2625 a
year from the Post Office alone.^ Another ex-Lord President,
Rochester, was getting £1000 a year from the same source.^
Probably most Lord Presidents got extras of this sort. It
may be that Shaftesbury, even, received some sort of pension
that would account for the well-informed Brillon quoting
his salary as £4000. In 1684 a correspondent of Viscount
Hatton reported from Tonbridge that, "my Lord Rochester
(now Lord President), ... was to my thinking in a good humour,'
played at nine pins and took the usuall courses whereby this
place is entertaining. He has 16,000 1. given out of the
Lord Grey’s estate?^ Shrewsbury wrote to Vernon in 1707 about
a rumour that Pembroke was "to part with being President of
the Council, and which I have heard was to him 5000 1. p:
annum.Certainly he appeared in a list of 1714 as being
n
due a pension of £5000 a" year. It seems then that the Lord 
Presidents were not usually paid their salaries only, and, on 
the whole, they probably did fairly well.
1. Spemcer House Journals, 5 July 1689. Poxcroft, H.C.
op.cit., II, 225*
2. C.T.B. IX, (5), 1155.
3. Robinson, H. The British Post Office (1948, Princeton,
New Jersey), 79^
4. Ibid.
5. Thompson, P.M. Correspondence of the Pamily of Hatton,(L878, 
CS.n.s. XXII & XXIll). II, 49.
6. B.M. Vernon Papers VI. Add. MSS. 40776 59.
7. B.M. Nicholas Papers. Miscellaneous Historial Documents
III (part of which collection consists of the papers of
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The office of Lord President could not be said to be 
administratively essential, v/hen it was re-created in 1679*^ 
The fact that, up to 1714, the sovereign was still presiding 
over the majority of Council meetings undermined the raison 
d*etre of the office, and even if the sovereign was absent, 
this most important of the President’s functions might be 
fulfilled by someone else. When the Rules of the Council 
were dravm up in 1628, care was taken to name other officers 
to conduct the business of a Council meeting in the absence 
of the Lord President, in case the office should be vacant; 
and so no change had to be made in the Rules when they were 
embodied in the first Register of Charles IP’s reign. Thus, 
the first Rule said, ’’The Lords are summoned to attend the 
Gouncill or Committee by Order from the Lord President, or one
p
of the Principall Secretaries of State.” The fifth Rule said 
that, when the Council sat, and petitions had been received, 
’’After this, the Lord President or one of the Principall 
Secretaries of State are to acquaint the Council with the 
cause of that meeting.”^  If a vote was necessary, ’’the Lord 
President or one of the Principall Secretaries of State if the 
Lord President be absent is to take the vo t e s .Before 
entering important orders in the Council Book the Clerk was
1* Cf. Pollard, A.P. ’’Council, Star Chamber and Privy Council 
under the Tudors,” E.H.R. XXXVII (1922) 351•
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 3- (No.l.)
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 3- (No.5.)
4. Ibid. (No. 8.)
required "to shew the Draught to the Lord President or in 
his absence to one of the Secretaries of State to be allowed 
of and signed under one of their hands before the Entry and 
delivery thereof.” Finally, it was declared that, ”Por the 
execution of these Orders the Lord President if he be there
2
or principall Secretaries in his absence are to take charge.”
In effect, then, the only important duty of the Lord President 
that the Secretary of State was not specifically entitled to 
discharge, in the absence of the President or the vacancy of 
the office, was that of presiding over Council and Committee 
meetings.
The Secretaries of State encroached, as it were, upon 
the sphere of the Lord President on the one hand, and of the 
Clerks of the Council on the other. While it did not have 
the dignity of the Presidency, the Secretaryship of State was 
growing in importance, taking one step upward at the Revolution, 
and another at the accession of Queen Anne. It was possible 
in this period for the Secretary of State to be more in the 
King’s confidence than the Lord President, and better informed 
about matters discussed by the Council - such must have been 
the case when Shaftesbury became President without gaining 
the King’s confidence, and so it must have remained in 1680 
when Radnor was Lord President and Sunderland Secretary of
1. Ibid. 4. (No. II.)
2. Ibid. (No. 15).
3. Thomson M.A. The Secretaries of State 1681 - 1782,
(1952, Oxford) 7; 12.
State for the Southern Department; so too it probably was in 
the reign of Anne when Pembroke was Lord President and 
Nottingham, Harley and Sunderland were Secretaries of State, 
or when Buckingham was President and St. John Secretary of 
State. At a time when the possession of adequate ’’intelligence” 
was one of the most vital keys to successful administration, 
the Secretaries generally had the best sources of information - 
in the realm of foreign affairs ’’their authority at the Council 
Board or Committee of Foreign Affairs” was ’’derived chiefly 
from their superior knowledge of happenings abroad”  ^- so 
that they had an advantage that could not but advance the 
status of their office. In addition to their advantages of 
royal confidence and good ’’intelligence,” w^ hich might not 
always prevail, the Secretaries had quite a lot to do with 
the normal course of Council business, and acted at times 
almost as secretaries to the Council. The State Papers show 
that even an undistinguished Secretary, Sir Leoline Jenkins 
for instance, often introduced business to the Council, and 
wrote letters or gave instructions on its behalf. This acti­
vity detracted not only from the scope of the Lord President,
p
but from that of the Clerks of the Council also.
1. Fraser,P. The Intelligence of the Secretaries of State
and their monopoTy "of licensed nev/s 166Ô-1688, (T956
Cambridge), 57•
2. Labaree,L.VV. & Moody, P.E. ’’The Seal of the Privy Council” 
E.H.R. XLIII, (1928) 198, point out that ”In spite of^the 
fact that the Clerk was the custodian of the seal, this 
office never developed in importance as did those of the 
keepers of the other royal seals.” A contributory factor 
to that failure was surely the fact that the Secretary
of State was a sort of unofficial secretary to the Council.
F
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Though the Rules of 1628 did not actually empower
the Secretary to preside, Southwell’s ”Mixt Notes,” written
in the 1690’s, say ”In the Lord President’s absence the Lord
Keeper or one of the Secretarys preside.”  ^ It is clear that
the Lord Chancellor or Keeper was the first substitute for the
Lord President. In 1674 Chamberlayne described the Lord
Presidency as ”an office as ancient as King John’s time,”
and added, ’’This office of later times is grown obsolete, ...
2Now the Lord Chancellor usually supplies his place.” He was
%
wrong about the age of the office,*^  but probably right in his 
comment that the Lord Chancellor took the place of the Lord 
President when he was not available, and therefore, presumably, 
presided at Council meetings not attended by the King. In 
the Register the Lord Chancellor or Keeper is shown to have 
acted on occasion as spokesman of the Council even after the 
revival of the Presidency. For instance, v/hen the citizens 
of London surrendered their Charter on 18 June 1685, it was 
the Lord Keeper who made a speech to them on behalf of the 
King and Council.^ The Lord President was not present at 
the meeting. In this case, of course, as in the instruction 
of the judges before they went on their circuits, the Lord 
Keeper was an appropriate spokesman for the Council, because
of the legal nature of the b u s i n e s s B u t  sometimes the______
B.M. Add. M88. 58861, 121.
2. Chamberlayne, F . Angliae Notitia (1674) 154.
3. See p. above.
4. P.C. 2/70. 8.
3 ' P.C. 2/79, 254: an Order that ’’the Lord Keeper of the
Great Seal do for the future recommend it to the Judges,
, upon their going their Summer Circuit ...”
ArZl
Lord President gave the judges their charge,^  and sometimes
2
the Secretary of State; so the character of the business 
alone does not seem to have determined who should be the 
spokesman for the Council. In the London Charter incident, 
therefore, the role of the Lord Keeper was probably due as 
much to the fact that the President was absent and the Keeper 
his regular substitute, as to the legal connotations of the 
affair. An Act of 1529 had given the Lord President official 
rank below the Lord Chancellor and above the Keeper of the 
Privy Seal.^ The Archbishop of Canterbury and the Lord 
Treasurer also took precedence of the Lord President, and the 
Treasurer at least would have had a strong claim to take the 
chair at a meeting from which the King and President were 
absent, (the Treasury was in Commission at the time when 
Southwell’s Notes were written).
Occasions when neither the sovereign nor the Lord Presi­
dent were at a meeting were, in fact, very rare. There were
no such occasions in the reign of James II. There were only 
three in the reign of Anne - and the Lord Treasurer was present 
each time, and the Lord Chancellor as well once. There were 
twenty-one meetings in Charles II’s reign (from 1679) when
both the King and the Lord President were absent, but only_____
1. P.C. 2/77, 4-25 (& P.C. 1/1 Bundle 2).
2. P.O. 2/77, 356.
3. 21 Henry VIII C. 20. No statuary provision had ever> 
been made about a Lord President of the Councihf sothe 
Lord Lieutenant was puzzled what precedence to accord him, 
when Lord Granard was appointed to the office in 1686. 
Surges, 8.W. The Correspondence of ... Clarendon and
... Rochester; with bhe Diary of Lord Clarendon 1687-1690* 
Xr828)', I," "417.-----------------------------------------
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three of them were not attended by one or more of the three 
most senior Privy Councillors, namely, Prince Rupert, the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, and the Lord Chancellor or Keeper.
In William’s reign the picture is complicated both by the 
King’s absences abroad, and by the Lord President’s being de­
barred from attending the Council for four years. After Pem­
broke had finally been given Leeds’ place in 1699 there were 
no occasions when both the King and the Lord President were 
absent from a Council meeting. In the period up to May 1695 
there had been thirty-seven such occasions, and at of these 
meetings there were no great officers present, so a Secretary 
of State probably presided. The data is not available for 
a full anaysis of Committee meetings, but in general terms 
it may be stated that the sovereign, the Lord President, or 
one of the senior great officers of state usually presided; 
but the chances of the Secretary of State’s presiding were 
greater at Committee than at Council meetings.
In spite of the competition of the Secretaries of State, 
the Lord Presidency was a position of importance in the 
administration. The Lord President seems always to have been 
a member of the Cabinet, whatever his personal political stand­
ing - thus, Pembroke and Buckingham, who might not have 
merited inclusion as politicians or in other offices, were 
both members of the Cabinet when Lord President. The President 
was also one of the Lords Justices named by William in 1699, 
1700, and 1701, and doubtless would have been included in the
Commissions of 1695 to 1698 if in those years the office had 
not been in virtual suspension. There is no official record 
of Leeds being suspended from attendance at the Council or of 
any arrangements being made to fill the vacancy caused by his 
absence. There may be a hint of what was done in the note 
by Anthony Wood that "Thomas Earl of Pembroke will manage 
the presidentship of the councill in the absence of the 
Duke of Leeds, who went this day for Yorkshire. This state­
ment refers to June 1694, the year before Leeds’ suspension, 
but the suggestion that Pembroke, Lord Privy Seal may have 
unofficially taken on the President’s duties is borne out 
by the fact that he was named as a Lord Justice in the four 
years 1695 to 1698, whereas his successors as Privy Seal,
Lord Lonsdale and Lord Tankerville, were not so named in 
1700 and 1701, though Lonsdale was one of the Justices in 1699* 
It is thus necessary to balance opposite indications of 
the character of the office - the weakness of the President 
vis-a-vis the Secretary, and the strength shown by his constant 
inclusion in the Cabinet. The document about the Presidency 
in the Hargrave Collection^ states that, ’’His authority is 
very greate ... in reporting to the Councell the King’s
1. Clark, A. (ed.) The Life and Times of Anthony Wood, 
antiquary, of Oxford, 1632-1695, described by him'self.
(1891-1900. Oxford, Clarendon "Press), III, 455.
2. In 1697 he was included in the Commission, although 
Commissioners of the Privy Seal had just been appointed 
to execute that office during Pembroke’s absence as a 
representative at the peace conference. P.C.2/76,607,615•
3. See above, p, .
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pleasure and in reporting to the King the resolutions and
opinions of the table ... If the voyces be equall in Gounsell,
that party shall prevail of v/hich the Lord President is one...
In warning the Counsellors to meete and diswarning them at
his pleasure ... in giving knowledge to the Lords what stands
... In proposing to the Lords the businesse and the cause of
their meetings ..."^  These statements held good for the
office as re-established in 1679, (though it should be said
that there is no means of checking that the Lord President
had the deciding vote in Council, probable as this seems).
To this list of the powers of the President may be added the
advantage he derived from his position as chairman of Council
Committees, and as their mouthpiece. The rules of the Council
had said that "the Lord President presents to the Board the
Reports from any Comraittee, in order to receive the confirma-
2
tion of the Councill," and there is evidence in the Register 
of the Rule’s being followed in practice - one example is 
that of the Lord President reporting from the Committee of 
Trade and Plantations on 22 May 1690, upon which an Order was 
given to the Admiralty to expedite the passage of reinforce- 
ments to New York, before the Province was lost.
1. B.M. Hargrave M88. 321, 619-621.
2. B.M. Add. M88. 38861, 3 (No. 3).
3. P.C. 2/73, 441. Other examples of the practice are 
at P.C. 2/83, 49, and P.C. 2/84, 208.
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On the other hand, a contemporary evaluation of the status 
of the Presidency seems to challenge the statement that 
"His authority is very greate." Poulett wrote to Harley on 
5 May 1711 to tell him about the political attitude of New­
castle, the Lord Privy Seal; he said, "the Duke of Newcastle 
is positive against being President himself, thinking it a 
place of less consequence than that he has." Poulett added, 
however, that Newcastle "is not against Buckingham’s being 
so, 1 having told him how earnestly he desired it."^  Here 
then is a positive statement in derogation of the Presidency, 
although it is qualified by the admission that someone wishes 
to have the place. It is obviously dangerous to generalise 
from such contradictory ideas about the Presidency as those 
that have been cited, and more satisfactory to weigh the 
position of the office after considering the details of the 
careers of various Lord Presidents.
Charles. II’s reasons for appointing Shaftesbury Lord 
President are enigmatic. It may be conjectured that he had 
to give Shaftesbury a very high position to bring him in at 
all, and that he did not wish to give him the power of the
Treasurship that Danby had just vacated, or the prestige of
2
the Chancellorship which Shaftesbury had formerly held.______
1. H.M.C. 29, Portland IV, (15th Report, App. IV, Harley 
MSS. II, 1700-1711), 684.
2. Brov/n, L.F. The First Earl of Shaftesbury, (1935, New 
York) 258, says that ’’Charles was~too good a politician 
to expect success for the new body if Shaftesbury were 
left out, and he appealed to the earl’s vanity by reviv­
ing for him the old office of Lord President. Thus he 
was not obliged in council, as he was in the Lords, to 
bow to the authority of his former subordinate, Heneage 
Finch ..."
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As to Shaftesbury’s own attitude, Ossory wrote to Ormonde the 
day after the reform of the Council that, "My Lord Shaftes­
bury, otherwise my Lord President, in a debate this morning... 
said that, if some things were not done, for his part he 
desired not the honour of being in His Majesty’s counsels, 
by which several guessed that he thought his being of them 
was upon necessity, and that he did them grace in coming to 
them.Whether Shaftesbury really thought himself indispen­
sable, or whether this speech in the House of Lords was mere 
bravado, he must soon have been disappointed in his position. 
It was only 24 May when Southwell said that the rumour was
current that "my Lord President is become weary of his station
2... and ... that my Lord Roberts may be President." Charles
prorogued Parliament on 27 May, and after that", according
to Temple, Shaftesbury was "busie in preparing fewel for next
Session, not without perpetual Appearance of ill humour at
Council, which broke into spiteful Repartees often betv/ixt
%
him and Lord Halifax." Taking office had been a gamble for 
Shaftesbury. Reresby commented that "Most of the ... lords 
and gentlemen of the Privy Council, though very great patriots 
before in the esteem of both Houses, began to loose their 
credit v/ith them in some measure; soe true it is that the
Zj.
Court and Country livery can never be worn together."_________
1* H.M.C. 36, Ormonde h.s. 5, 33 *
2. Ibid. n.s. 4, Pt. II, 517.
3. Swift, J. (ed.) The Works of Sir William Temple, St. 
(1731; I, 339. Courtenay^ 1 ."F. CedT) "Memoirs 'of Sir 
William Temple Bt. (1836) II, 50.
4. Browning, A. (ed.) Memoirs of Sir John Reresby (1936, 
Glasgow;, 177-178.
42-7
The crucial issue for Shaftesbury, if he was to make 
his new position pay in political terms, was the life of 
Parliament. He needed to persuade the King to keep Parliament 
in session, because his own influence depended largely upon 
it, and because to maintain his leadership of its more extreme 
members he had to show that he had not deserted them. Already, 
at the dissolution of December 1678 there had been grumbles:
Mr. Powle said in the House of Commons later, "I have ob­
served that, of late, the things of greateistmoment are done 
without any Council at all; done in a Corner. As to the 
Prorogation and the Dissolution of the last Parliament, there 
was not one word of advice of the Privy Council in it. I 
fear no advice was a s k e d . T h e  prorogation of 27 May 1679 
was certainly decided upon without the advice of the Privy 
Council. The Council had last met on 25 May, and Anglesey, 
who was present then, wrote in his Diary on 27th, "This morning 
was in parliament, where about 2 o’clock the King passed some
bills and proroged us unexpectedly until August 14th. God
2 "avert dangers by it." Southwell reported to Ormonde that 
’’the generality murmer out great displeasure... Some will 
needs blame the new Councillors, who, being arrived where 
they would be, throw off the public concern ... but this is
1. Grey, A. Debates of the House of Commons (1769) VI, 408. 
Southwell’s letter to Ormonde "of 31 December 1678 con­
firms that the King’s decision to dissolve was a surprise, 
and that he did not consult Cabinet or Council.
H.M.C. 36, Ormonde n.s. 4, Pt. II, 494.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 18730, 53.
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mentioned bj some much, to the Duke of Monmouth's advantage - 
that he did this morning earnestly entreat His Majesty to 
call his Council before he undertook so weighty a thing; for 
that he had in his public declaration so promised and 
declared that nothing should be done without them.
ShaftflBsbury declared "that there was no need of holding a 
candle to the King's face, for his intent was visible by his 
actions. He would have been released of his nominal office
p
and Privy Councillorship but the King would not spare him."
The next month Shaftesbury apparently tried to force the 
recall of Parliament, upon the question of raising troops to 
quell the Scottish rebellion. "The debate was great I hear 
in the Privy Council ... At length it was carried unanimously, 
except Lord Shaftesbury, who opposed it still, unless (he saic( 
the King would promise to call both the Parliaments of England 
and Scotland within forty days, that they might approve of 
what the Council should direct in this i n t e r v a l . I n  the 
event, the Scottish revolt subsided quickly, and, far from 
recalling Parliament, the King determined to dissolve it.
On 6 July 1699 Anglesey records that he was "This 
morning early sent for by the King ... had long discourse 
with him about the dissolution and opposed" it; after dinner
1.H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt. II, 519.
2. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 5» 119. Brown L.P. op.cit.. 262.
3. Mr. Bone11 to Mr. Watts, 17 June 1679. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, 
n.s. 5» 136, and see Ibid. 142 for Bonell.
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he was "in Council with the King where Lord Chancellor, I, 
and Lord Chamberlain argued against the Dissolution. Earle 
of Essex and the Viscount Hallyfax reasoning for i t . N o  
meeting is recorded in the Privy Council Eegister for 6 July, 
and it is possible it was not an official Council meeting, as 
Anglesey wrote to Ormonde a few days later that, "Some of us 
were sent for to Windsor last Lord's day, where, though we
had large debate and discourse with His majesty, nothing could
2
divert Ills resolution" to dissolve. According to Temple, 
the King’s decision was made with the concurrence of himself, 
Sunderland, Essex and Halifax. It was arranged between them 
that other members of the Council, likely to support the 
measure, should be informed of it in advance so that Shaf­
tesbury and his friends might 'be taken by surprise when the 
King announced his intention in Council and faced by a solid 
bloc of opinion in favour of the dissolution. This precaution 
was omitted, so the King had to order the dissolution in face 
of strong opposition from the Lord Chancellor, Lord Privy
%
Seal, and the Marquess of Worcester, as well as Shaftesbury. 
Temple’s version of the affair agrees with Anglesey’s in 
showing who opposed the dissolution, but Anglesey’s Diary 
suggests that the attempt to win over support in advance of 
the Council meeting was made, and failed. When the Council
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 187)0, 57.
2. H.M.C. 56, Ormonde, n.s. 5, 152.
3. Swift, J. (ed.) The Works of Sir William Temple Bt.,
(1751) I, 341. Christie, WTD. A Life of Anthony Ashley
Cooper, 1st Earl of Shaftesbury, (1871) II, 342.
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met at Hampton Court on 10 July the Register simply states 
that a Proclamation was issued for dissolving Parliament and 
the Lord Chancellor was ordered to prepare writs for a new 
Parliament to meet on 7 October.^ Southv/ell elaborated 
in his letter to Ormonde saying that, "His Majesty after 
the despatch of some lesser matters told the Council that he 
had fully considered since their last meeting the point of 
the Parliament, and that thereupon he hs.d resolved to dis­
solve it immediately, and did declare his pleasure accordingly 
without further asking their opinion concerning it. The first 
of the Lords that spoke was my Lord President, who said that 
although his opinion was not asked, and that he should always 
submit to His Majesty’s determination, yet he could not but 
discharge his conscience in representing the evil consequences 
of this resolution, and that the world vzould take notice of 
His Majesty’s late declaration, where he promised to do nothing 
without the advice of the Council; notwithstanding which 
His Majesty had not only prorogued the parliament vzithout 
their advice, but had proceeded to a dissolution against it.
To this the King replied that in matters of this nature ... 
he could not divest himself of that power of resolving without 
the plur-ality of votes in the Council." Anglesey went home 
from the Council "with a sad heart, and Shaftesbury must
have realised that he had lost the gamble that he took by
entering office.______________________________________________
1. P.O. 2/68, 168.
2. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt. II, 530.
3. B.M. Add. MBS. 18730, 57.
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When the King was ill in August 1679 Shaftesbury might
have had an opportunity to profit from his position as
Lord President. Mr. Ogg says, "for a moment it seemed that
the monarchy itself would disappear in the whirlpool by
1
which it was surrounded." But during the critical part of
the month of August, the Council did not sit. The Register
2
shows a meeting on 7 August, followed by a blank page. 
Southwell says that at the meeting on 7th "the Council was
3
at last adjourned until the first V/ednesday in October." 
Meetings were in fact held during September, but no more in 
the remainder of August. Shaftesbury therefore did not have 
a chance to anticipate the part that Shrewsbury was to play 
in the Privy Councils held during Queen Anne’s fatal illness. 
He was not even able to prevent the recall of the Duke of 
York and its corollary, the exile of the Duke of Monmouth. 
Southwell wrote on 30 September that both Dukes had departed, 
and went on to say that James’s visit was thought to have 
improved his standing, and that Shaftesbury might soon be
IL
dismissed from the Council.
Though it was guessed "that James shall be admitted 
back and left to his own ways as before, his recall from 
Brussels was not made public until 4 October, when Southwell
1. Ogg, D. England in the Reign of Charles II, (1955, 
Oxford) II, 591.
2. P.O. 2/68, 194, 202.
3. Southwell to Ormonde, 9 August, 1679* H.M.C. 36, 
Ormonde, n.s. Pt. II, 532.
4. Ibid. 537-538.
5. Ibid. 537.
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wrote that "The Lord President has this ni^t directed that 
the Council meet tomorrow in the afternoon, and.the reason 
guessed at is upon a report spread that the Duke of York 
and the Duchess were parted from Brussels and sailed towards 
Sc o t l and.He continued, on 7 October, "The Council met 
on this occasion upon Sunday last by my Lord President’s 
direction ... The tidings appeared very strange to most that 
were present, so that for further information their Lordships 
ordered one of the Clerks to go to Mr. Secretary Coventry, 
who lay ill of the gout, to know what advices he had and 
what he believed of the report. Mr. Secretary returned frr 
answer that he knew nothing of it ... The Lords with this an­
swer broke up, but directed that if Mr. Secretary should have
any certain account he should give notice to the Lord Presi-
2
dent that so the Council might be called again." This was 
evidently as far as Shaftesbury could get his colleagues 
to go. On 10 October Southwell continued, "On Wednesday,"
(8 October), "while the Lords were at Council, Mr. Secretary 
sent them what he had from my Lord Sunderland of His Majesty 
granting the Duke’s desire to pass into Scotland ... he 
(Shaftesbury) declared it was the worst counsel that ever 
was given His Majesty ... he was sorry they were made so 
useless and to remember that it was otherwise promised in the 
late declaration touching the Council. But they presently
1. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt. II, 340.
2. Ibid., 540-541.
433
rose, one of them saying it was much better so than if he 
had gone into I r e l a n d . M u c h  was being made of Charles’ 
failure to consult his new Privy Council, but it must be 
admitted that Shaftesbury was almost as much at fault as the 
King. Shaftesbury was obviously intent on using the Council 
for his own purposes, against the knovm wishes of the King. 
Southwell’s letters about the Council meetings concerning 
the Duke of York bring this point out clearly, which is why 
they are quoted at length.
Shaftesbury had only one more meeting before he was 
dismissed, and of this Southwell wrote some days later,
"On the Monday before, ’’ (i.e. Ip October), "the Lord President 
had appointed an extraordinary meeting of the Council ...
And now also on Monday the Duke being arrived, the Lord 
President took notice thereof, and proposed a free debate 
in relation to the journey to Scotland; but by agreement 
it was put off until the next Council day. And this gave 
p. (Anglesey) occasion upon Wednesday before His Majesty 
to break in upon that business with some preamble of inclinaticn 
to the Duke’s stay. But His Majesty told him that he thought 
his motion as unseasonable as everything else had been at 
that Board, in calling extraordinary Councils, etc., with 
relation to his brother, for that he knew nothing that hindered 
him from going into England Scotland or Ireland, or any other
1. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt. II, 542.
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part of his dominions ... hut, by way of information, he could 
assure his Lordship that his brother was presently going into 
Scotland.Shaftesbury had overplayed his hand. Burnet 
directly connects the discussion in Council of the Duke of 
York’s return with Shaftesbury’s dismissal, saying, "The duke 
met the king at Newmarket... but upon that the earl of Shaf­
tesbury, who was yet president of the council, though he had 
quite lost all his interest in the king, called a council 
at Yi/hitehall, and represented to them the danger the king was 
in by the duke’s being so near him, and pressed the council
to represent this to the king. But they did not agree to it:
2and upon the king’s coming to London he was turned out." 
Sunderland, apparently, reported to the King what Shaftesbury 
had said in Council about the danger of the Duke of York’s
3
returning.^
As a footnote to Shaftesbury’s attempts to make the 
Council take some action to prevent James’s return, it is 
interesting that in 1680 Charles referred the question of his 
brother’s remaining in London to the Council. The Duke of 
York had returned from his first stay in Edinburgh in February 
1680.^ Jin October, with the meeting of Parliament imminent, 
the question was discussed first by the Cabinet and then by
1. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt. 11, 343-346.
2. Airy, 0. Burnet’s History of My Own Time (1900, Oxford), 
11, 247-24'B:
3. H.M.C. 6, 7th Report, Pt. 1. (Verney MSS.) 476; 
cf. Brown, L.F. op. cit., 264.
4. Ogg, D. England in the Reign of Charles 11 (1955, Ox­
ford) 11,'632:'
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the Council. On IJ October, "The Council met about the 
Duke; there was a great debate what should be done with him; 
some were for his going away, others for his staying till 
’twas seen what Parliament would do; and others were for
the King’s sticking to him. It was carried that he should
2
not go, which gave his party great hopes." Under pressure 
from Sunderland, who had agreed with Godolphin and Halifax to 
press for the Duke’s removal, the King changed his mind.^
On 16 October, "An extraordinary council was called, and 
there the King resolved to send his brother into Scotland.
None of this appears in the Privy Council Register. A meeting 
is recorded on the morning of 13th,but Anglesey’s Diary 
shows that the Council met in the afternoon as w e l l a n d
it was probably at this latter session that the question was
I
discussed. No meeting is recorded in the Register for 16th,
7
but again Anglesey says there was one in the afternoon.
On 15 October 1679 Shaftesbury was dismissed.^ That
1. Blencowe, R.W. (edl) Diary of the Times of Charles 11 by 
the Hon. Henry Sidney (1843) ÏI, 109-
2. Ibid.'" 109-IT0:
3. Poxcroft, H.C. The Life and Letters of Sir George Savile,
Bt., first Marquis of Halifax! (1898) I, 242.
4. Blencowe, R.W. op.cit., 11, 112.
5. P.O. 2/69, 120.
6. B.M. Add. MSS. 18730, 76v.
7. Ibid.
8. Sunderland wrote to him on the 14th, telling him that 
the King "intends no more to make use of your service
at the Council Table and therefore discharges you of any 
attendance there." Cal. S.P. Dorn., 1679-1680, 260.
The ubiquitous Mr. Bridgeman delivered the letter, of.
H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 5, 226.
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day, "His Majesty having acquainted the Board that he thought 
it very ill service done him to have the advices and even the 
very words of those that sat there told about to their dis­
advantage, when they gave him such counsel as was fit, he 
therefore ordered the clerk to strike the Earl of Shaftesbury’s 
name out of the Council Book. And further, His Majesty acquain­
ted their Lordships that for very important reasons he thought 
fit to have the Parliament prorogued unto the 26th of January; 
that he would take this matter upon himself and desired nobody 
to speak therein, for he did not love that any should be 
arraigned abroad for their ..opinion there. Bt (Capel) made 
some essay of speaking, but because of the command thought 
fit to acquiesce. Shaftesbury had lost his battle to
keep Parliament sitting. On 7 October the new Parliament had
2
assembled, but it was immediately prorogued. All later 
attempts to force the recall of Parliament, or to prevent 
Charles proroguing or dissolving it were to be equally un-
3
successful.
Shaftesbury’s Presidency has been treated at such 
length because, as the first holder of the re-established 
office, he was bound to make precedents for its future 
occupants. He had certainly shown his successors the political 
limits of their position as Lord President. His short term 
of office was not, however, wholly negative in effect. Even
1. Southwell to Ormonde, 18 October 1679, H.M.C. 36,
Ormonde, n.s.4, Pt. II, 343. P.O. 2/68, 229, 232.
2. Ogg, D. op. cit., 11, 392.
3. See Chapter 4.
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the high-handedness which brought about his downfall may 
have had the effect of staking claims for the Presidency 
which would never have been made by a more timid President, 
and which were not altogether overthrown. During his six 
months as President Shaftesbury presided over eighteen Coun­
cils from which the King was absent. At one of these, it 
was ordered that "Mr. Chancellor of the Exchequer doe propose 
it to the Right Honourable the Lords Commissioners of the 
Treasury, That two or three hundred pounds be lodged in the 
hands of Mr. Guy or some other fit person to be disposed of 
as the Right Honourable the Lords of the Committees of Coun­
cil appointed to examine matters relating to the Plot shs.ll
direct, for Incident Charges, about Messengers bringing up
1
of Witnesses and services of That kind." Nothing, it seems
from the Register, came of this proposal - perhaps because
it was made only ten days before Shaftesbury’s dismissal -
but it may have been a precedent for the orders of 1689 which
put £1600 into the hands of Mr. Guy for disposal at the
2
order of the Committee for Irish Affairs. At another meeting
the Lord President and other Lords present examined a bundle
of letters submitted to them by the Customs, declared them
to be of no importance, and ordered that they should be
3
returned to the box from which they came.
1. P.O. 2/68, 222.
2. P.C. 2/73, 32, 63.
3. P.C. 2/68, 81.
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On 12 May the King in Council had "recommended to the
Right Honourable the Lord President to consider of some
methods about regulating the Justices of the P e a c e . A t
a meeting nine days later orders were given for the Clerk
of the Crown to "immediately transcribe and send to the
Clerk of the Council in waiting the list of all the Justices
of the Peace in England and Wales; That he make the List
of each County in a distinct Paper, and send in the said
Respective Lists by two or three at a tyme as fast as ever
they can be copied, untill the whole be furnished. His
Majesty’s service requiring a more than ordinary diligence
2
in this matter." At the same meeting it was ordered that, 
"His Majesty having assigned the Care of this inspection unto 
such particular Lords of the Council as are most able and 
knowing to adyise His Majesty in Reference to the respective 
Counties," the Councillors named should receive their lists 
"with this general direction to their Lordships that they 
should consult with the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Bishop 
of the Diocesse, the Lord Lieutenant and Custos Rotulorum 
of the County, and with the Judges who have gone through 
such counties in their respective circuits," and they were 
then to send in revised lists of the names of those considered 
suitable as justices to the Clerk of the Council. Small 
groups of Councillors were named to investigate each county.
P.C. 2/68, 30. 2L. Îl>ic4 .
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and the Lord President was named among the inquisitors for
Chester, Dorset, Leicester, Middlesex, Somerset, Sussex,
Wiltshire and Wales.^ So began, under Shaftesbury’s auspices,
the process of revision and counter-revision of the magistracy
that was to continue to the end of the century.
These more positive activities of the Lord President
were to appear again in the career of Sunderland. Radnor,
Shaftesbury’s immediate successor, was undistinguished, and
was summarily turned out v/hen the King wanted his place for
someone else. Radnor was one of those who had done well
under Cromwell, and changed his allegiance at the Restoration
to do even better under Charles 11; though in 1667 Ludlow
2
could still write of him as ’’a sollid, sober person. ’’ Burnet 
described him as "a man of morose and cynical temper, just 
in his administration, but vicious under the appearance of 
virtue : learned beyond any man of his quality, but intract- 
able, stiff and obstinate, proud and jealous.’’ "A sullen 
and morose man, believed to be severely just, and as wise 
as a cynical humour could allow him to be. Once in office
he disassociated himself from the opposition; some people_____
1. Ibid. 47.
2. Pirth, C .A. (ed.) The Memoirs of Edmund Ludlow 1623-1672 
(1894, Oxford), 11,'493.
3. Burnet’s History of my Own Time, op.cit., 1, 176.
4. Ibid. 481.
Bagwell, R. Ireland under the Stuarts, and during the 
Interregnum, (1916) 111, says of Radnor: "He must
Have been one of the most disagreeable men in England - 
morose, overbearing and impracticable. Upon this point 
Clarendon, Burnet and Anthony Hamilton are for once 
agreed, and, according to the last two he was also some­
thing of a hypocrite. ’’
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thought that he had advised the prorogation of May 1679,^
and he remained silent at the Council meeting on 7 November
1679 when even Temple strongly attacked the King’s proposal
2to prorogue Parliament again. He stayed in office in 
January 1680 when Shaftesbury’s former associates left the 
Council - the Countess of Sunderland wrote to Sidney, "1 
hope the four counsellors who left the King in so formal a 
way of ostentation will have no great ill effects. My Lord 
Radnor says he did not come in with them, and he will not 
go out with them. Roger North called him ’’a good old 
English lord, who was a malcontent when that, called the 
Cabal, reigned ... But upon the rising of the contrary, (or, 
rather, fanatic) party, ... the Lord Roberts came in, and, 
notwithstanding his uncontrollable testiness and perverse 
humours, did the King much good service. In spite
of his Presbyterianism Radnor was one of the six Ecclesias- 
tical Commissioners appointed in August 1681.^ During his 
term of office as President orders were given for him to
have delivered to him such of the Journals of the House of__
1. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 4, Pt. 11, 519*
2. Thompson, E.M. Correspondence of the Family of Hatton 
(1878, C.S. n.s.HŒlI & kXlII) 1, 211.
3. Blencowe, R.W. (ed.) Diary of the Times of Charles 11 
by the Hon. Henry Sidney, (1843) 1, 237.
4. North, R. Lives of the Norths (1826) 11, 53-54.
5. Clark, A. (ed.) The Life and Times of Anthony Wood, 
antiquary, of Oxford, TB3"2"-'16'95X described by himself 
XTB^-1900, Oxford) 11, 549.
When summoned to attend the King in Council on a Sunday, 
Radnor was reported to have "said he must serve God 
before the King, and desired to be excused." Burnet’s 
History of My Own Time, op. cit., 1, 481 n.
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Lords, and records of the Courts of Exchequer, King's Bench, 
and Star Chamber as he wished to perused Prom the Eegister, 
nothing else of interest can be gleaned of his Presidency,
p
He was dismissed on 24 August 1684. Burnet says, Radnor 
"was discharged of being lord President of the council, where 
he had for some years acted a very mean part, in which he 
had lost the character of a steady, cynical Englishman, which 
he had maintained in the former cause of his life. Sunder­
land wrote to Ormonde that "His Majesty was pleased on Sunday 
last to declare in Council that he had given my Lord Radnor 
leave to retire in consideration of his great age, but that, 
being v/ell satisfied with his services, he did intend to
Zl
continue his pension to him." According to Sir John Bram- 
ston, Radnor’s age was merely an excuse: he says that the 
King "had spared the Earl of Radnor his attendance in respect 
of his great age, which yet 1 never heard that earle desired, 
and 1 am assured it was unexpected."^
1. P.C. 2/68, 189, 307, 383, 702.
In B.M. Harleian MSS. 2224 there is "A Book in folio, 
written ... either by the command, or by the hand of 
John Robarts Earl of Radnor ... wherein are contained. 
Transcripts or Extracts of the most material or curious 
Passages entered into the Journal of the House of Lords, 
sitting at London during the Civil War ... These mater­
ials are not taken just as they lay in the Journal, but 
are putt somewhat regularly together and his Lordship 
hath often added his own Notes and Observations."
A Catalogue of the Harleian MSS in the British Museum,
I1808TTI73551
2. P.C. 2/70, 232.
3. Burnet’s History of My Own Time, op.cit., li, 436.
4. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 7, 267.
5. Bramston, Sir J. The. Autobiography of Sir John Bramston, 
K.B. (1843. C.S. TT) T7T.
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Bramston conjectured that "His Majesty was wearie of 
Rochester, and tooke that ocassion to be quit of him" from 
the Treasury, on account of his quarrelling with Halifax in 
"Cabinet and publique Councils."^ Halifax’s aphorism on 
Rochester’s appointment is well known. In the words of 
Burnet, when Rochester left the Treasury he "was made presi­
dent; which being a post superior in rank, but much inferior 
both in advantage and credit to that he held formerly, drew 
a jest from lord Halifax that may be worth remembering: he 
said he had heard of many kicked downstairs, but never of 
any that was kicked up stairs before."^ Southwell wrote to 
Ormonde that, " ’Tis certain my Lord Rochester comes with 
aversion to this new post. He ownes it in his words and more 
in his countenance, and could he have followed his own will 
he had rather been nothing.Rochester himself told Ormonde 
that the King had given him "a great deal of ease and a great 
deal of honour.
Hov;ever little he liked his position, Rochester did at 
least attend the Council conscientiously. He missed only 
one meeting in the five months of his Presidency, whereas
Radnor, after being present at every meeting from 16 October
to the end of December 1679, became lax about attending, 
missing perhaps half the total number of meetings during
the remainder of his time in office. It is noticeable in____
1. Bramston, Sir J. The Autobiography of Sir John Bramston 
K.B. (1845, G.S.3'2) TTTl ]
2. Burnet’s History of My Own.Time, op.cit. , ll, 456.
3. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, h.s. 4, "595 •
4. Ibid., n.s. 7, 266.
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the Register’s list of those present at Council meetings 
that the King attended every meeting during Rochester’s 
Presidency. Presumably he disliked the freedom which his 
more frequent absences had given Shaftesbury, and, if he took 
no risks with Rochester, he took few with Radnor from whom 
there was even less to fear - there seem to have been 37 
occasions during the whole of Radnor’s Presidency when the 
King was absent from Council and the Lord President present.
Halifax’s joke about Rochester recoiled when Charles 
died, and James made Halifax himself his first Lord President 
Burnet said (to quote the British Museum version of his text), 
"so his own jest was now turned upon himself; for when 
Rochester was turned out of the Treasury and made Lord Presi­
dent of the Council, (which was a higher place as to prece­
dence, but much lower as to interest), he had said he had 
known many kicked down stairs, but he never knew any kicked 
up stairs before; so now this returned upon himself, since
p
he was raised from being Privy Seal to be President."
Barillon wrote that "The King of England told me that ... he 
knew him, and could never rely upon him; that he admitted 
him to no share in the real secrets of his affairs, and 
that the office of President w^ ould only show the little 
credit he was i n . H a l i f a x ’s biographer concluded that
1. P.C. 2/71, 14.
2. Poxcroft, H.C. A Supplement to Burnet’s History of
My Own Time, (1902, Oxford), l45•
3. Quoted by Poxcroft, H.C. The Ljfe and Letters of Sir
George Savile, Bt., first Marquis of Halifax Cib98),~I, 
438-439•
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"In practice ... the Lord President was little more than
a dignified cypher in the Administration."^ He did at
least play his part to the extent of being regular in his
attendance at Council, but King James was even more so, and
Halifax can have presided at only three Councils. On 21
October 1685 the absence of the Lord President from a Council
meeting occasioned general remark, and,“the King explained,
"that he had reason to be dissatisfied with the Marquis of
Halifax, and thought it fit to continue him no longer in
the place of Lord President*...."^ At that meeting the King
%
ordered his name to be struck off the Council list,-^  (as 
Shaftesbury’s had been in the same month six years earlier). 
Halifax’s term of office had lasted only eight months.
Since its revival, then,., the office of Lord President 
had not prospered. Shaftesbury had done too much, and his 
three successors too little. Rochester and Halifax might 
have made something of the position, but both were appointed 
to it to mark their political eclipse. Neither of them was 
primarily an administrator, and it was perhaps the type of 
statesman as much interested in administration as politics 
that the office needed to give it stability.
The Earl of Sunderland was not likely to impart 
stability to anything he touched, but James’s choice of him
1. Ibid., 459.
2. Ibid., 450, quoting the Dutch Despatches.
5. P.C. 2/71, 146.
as Lord President seems to show that the King did intend 
to bring the Presidency into closer touch with day to day 
administration. He declared that "Hee thought the place 
agreed well with that of Secretary of State," and appointed 
Sunderland who was already the senior Secretary of State as 
President on 4- December 168$. ^ If the Presidency had been 
utterly insignificant it seems unlikely that Sunderland 
would have been appointed to it at this time, when he was 
the King's favourite minister and when Council activity was
p
probably increasing rather than diminishing. Sunderland 
himself must have felt that the place had something to offer. 
It is possible that the added dignity of the post was its 
only attraction for him, but it is more likely that he wished 
to be at the centre of, and to control if possible, the net­
work of Council and Committees which in this reign was 
especially important* - it is only necessary to mention the 
Committee for reforming the municipal corporations to explain 
why a minister might well wish to be the chairman of Council 
Committees. Unfortunately the State Papers do not provide 
anything like an adequate overall picture of the working of 
the government and of Sunderland’s share in it, and the 
Council records do not reveal a vast increase in the Lord 
President’s activities nor do they show to what extent Sun-
derland depended upon each of his separate offices. There is
1. P.C. 167.
2. See Chapter 4, and cf. Hinton, E.K.W. "The Decline of 
Parliamentary Government under Elizabeth I and the 
Early Stuarts." C.H.J. XIII, 2, (1957), 120.
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perhaps a hint of a more businesslike attitude than previous 
Presidents had taken in the comparatively insignificant order 
of 4 November 1687 than the ex-Governor of Bermuda should
attend the Lord President at 5 p.m. the next day in his
1
office to answer a petition. Burnet declared that Sunder­
land "had indeed a superior genius to all the men of business 
that I have yet knovra," but Dartmouth noted against this 
passage that, "He was remarkable for never speaking in public, 
nor at the cabinet, more than he was of such a lord's opinion, 
or he wondered how anybody could be of that opinion. Vi/hen 
he was secretary, Mr. Bridgeman always attended to take the 
minutes for him, and whilst he was president, the Lord Cham- 
cellor always acted for him at the Gouncil." Dartmouth 
was a Privy Councillor and attended the Council frequently 
in James’s reign so his statement must carry weight.
The latest student of Sunderland’s career discounts 
the traditional view that he betrayed James II and concludes 
that "Sunderland was merely an over-clever statesman with 
an outlook fundamentally sound but fatally unimaginative, 
whose confident expectations were frustrated by the impact 
of unforeseen and (to him) unheralded e v e n t s . H e  does 
seem to suggest, however, that Sunderland lacked constructive 
ability, when he says, "Whatever Sunderland’s policy prior 
to November 1687 (and it is difficult to say whether he or
1. P.O. 2/72, 520.
2. Burnet’s History of My Own Time, op.cit., II, 25.
5. Kenyon, J.P. "The Earl of Sunderland and the Revolution
of 1688." C.H.J. XI, Do.5, (1955)“"'277i
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James possessed one at all after the Dissolution of Par­
liament in July)..."^ Once the unexpected news of William’s 
intended invasion reached him Sunderland panicked and 
persuaded the King to reverse the preparations he had made 
for the repeal of the Test Act and the establishment of 
toleration: James recovered more quickly than his minister 
from the shock they had received, and took the opportunity
of the delay of William’s attempt by storm to dismiss Sun- 
2derland. Sunderland was thus the third of five Lord 
Presidents to be struck off the list of the Council.^ The 
office was vacant during the Interregnum.
Danby hoped that, after his notable part in the Revolu­
tion, King William would restore him to the Lord Treasurer- 
ship. Philip Mus grave wrote*-, to Lord Dartmouth on 22 Decem­
ber 1688, "In all probability, my Lord Danby will be the 
great man, when he arrives. It is reported that the Prince 
expressed himself very much in his favour before he left 
Holland, as a person very capable of managing affairs of 
state, and to whom he was infinitely obliged.When he 
did come to London, therefore, Danby was unpleasantly 
surprised to find Halifax in favour, and was chagrined when 
William made him Lord President instead of Treasurer, 
especially as Halifax got the more lucrative job of Lord
1. Ibid.
2. ][t)i_cL., .
4. H.M.C. 20, Dartmouth, III, (15th R, App. I), 14J.
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Privy Seal. Danby sulked, and used illness as an excuse to
1
absent himself from London. Towards the end of 1689, 
however, his prospects improved, and when Halifax resigned 
in February 1690, "the second Danby Ministry" began.^ "For 
the next three years Carmarthen was to remain unquestionably 
the first minister of the G r o w n . H i s  experience in 
administration and in parliamentary management made him 
valuable to the King, and his influence over the Queen con­
solidated his power. But, his biographer points out, the 
position of Lord President did not suit him. "Above all he 
was deprived of the prestige which he might easily have won 
by the successful administration of a department of his own, 
and compelled to justify his claim to pre-eminence by his 
general capacity as a counsellor ... he was not in his proper 
sphere, for with the main problems of policy which confronted 
the government he was scarcely competent to deal. His know­
ledge of foreign affairs was elementary. He had never had 
any real experience of warfare either on land or sea. It 
is even to be suspected that the new financial problems ... 
were beyond his capacity to solve. Thus his appropriate 
function in the ministry might have been that of uniting 
and inspiring the efforts of men who possessed more special- 
lised ability than himself. But for this task he was almost
1. He was offered, and refused, a Secretaryship. Brov/ning,A. 
op. cit., 1,44-5,449; and cf. Foxcroft,H.G. op.cit.II,65.
2. Felling, K. A History of the Tory Party, 1640-1714,
(1924, Oxford) 275.
5. Brovjning, A. op.cit., I, 475 .
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completely unfitted."^ This is serious criticism, not only 
of Carmarthen, but of the office of Lord President. Never­
theless, Carmarthen managed to maintain his ascendancy until 
his grasp of affairs in general, and of parliamentary manage­
ment in particular, began to fail; and his position as Lord 
President was not altogether without advantages. He must 
have profited from his leadership of the Council at a time 
when the King was more frequently absent than ever before, 
and from his control over Committees, especially as the 
Committee for Irish Affairs acted at the beginning of the 
reign almost as much like a Cabinet as Charles II*s Committee 
for Foreign Affairs had done.
It is especially unfortunate that the Leeds Papers 
are so sparse for this part 'of Danby ’ s career. Apart from 
his letters to King William, there are very few papers that 
throw light on his work as Lord President. Two or three 
letters written in 1689 touch upon Council business. There 
is a letter of 12 February 1689 from Peregrin Bertie, saying 
that there are "many seamen sculking in the neighbouring 
villiages adjacent to the seaports" of the east coast (who 
hoped thus to escape being pressed into the Navy), which 
Carmarthen endorsed, "For the Councill." One from Beaufort 
asked the Lord President for his help in the case of the 
Malmesbury Charter, when a petition from the town was to
1. IClDiLd.,
2. B.M. Egerton MSS. 5337, Bundle 4.
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"bee deliver’d by a member of yr. board, or lodged with 
the Gierke there, and if the later, I hope yr. Lordship will 
be pleased to call for it, and have it read, and befriend 
it howsoever as you find the thing deserves ... because upon 
this depends the choyce of good or ill members for that 
towne, for if the legall Magistrates continue, I doe promise 
you men there, both for the Church and Monarchy, which, if 
otherwise, will be creatures of Mr. Wharton, (who, I will 
not sweare is a friend to either). Another letter, this 
time from Col. John Beaufort, asked for the Lord President’s
good offices with the King, and was marked by Carmarthen,
2
"To be shew’d att Councill." Lindsey vn?ote to Carmarthen 
about some depositions made against a Mr. Lister of Barwrell, 
(for saying, among other things, a man was "sure a foole to 
serve King William for a bit of ribbon"); Lindsey had thought 
it his duty to forward the depositions to Lord Nottingham 
to be laid before the Council, but he hoped that the Lord 
President might "bee inclinable to give your protection to 
a Gentleman that had so early and so generously hazarded 
himself in the cause" - hinting that the whole affair would 
best be "husht upp in silence.
Besides these few letters, almost the only papers of
interest are two brief memorandums by Carmarthen. One refers
1. B.M. Egerton MSS. 3337, Bundle 4. Beaufort to Carmar­
then, 19 February 1639.
2. Ibid., Bundle 7. Col. Beaufort to Carmarthen, 13 Apl.
3. Ibid., Bundle 3. Lindsey to Carmarthen, 10 March 1689-
4SI
to the arrival of the Danish troops under the Prince of 
Wittenberg, and says, "14th November 1689. I rec’d a letter 
of the 12th instant from Hull from Coll. Fairfax wth. an 
acct. of some Danish ships arrived at Hull... Att the Councill 
that day I moved the King for his orders together with sever- 
all other of the Lords but could gett no such positive orders 
as to know what to write in answer. 15th. Was with the 
King att Lord Shrewsbury’s office where itt was agreed as 
to the Danish Troops..." - he goes on to detail the arrange­
ments to be made, and notes that he is to write to Fairfax 
and others.^  On the back of the same piece of paper is 
what appears to be a sketch of a conversation with the King 
about the conduct of Council business. It says, "A Councill 
to bee informed of the schenie of all matters whatsoever.
Those to be Eased of attending ordinary Comittees. Others 
to be ordered to attend severall Comittees and Clarks to 
them. Business of Ireland to be chiefly attended to and 
in order thereunto Care of Musters. Setied Agents for all
other particulars. Regmnts to be rais’d and made full.
2
Somebody to be sent on purpose for this." This short paper 
in itself shows that Carmarthen took his duties as President 
seriously and had a constructive grasp of Council business.
He v;as also jealous of the rights of his office and of the
Council, as he showed when he wrote to William on 28 August
1. B.M.Egerton MSS. 5357, Bundle 14. There is another brief 
memorandum about the Danish troops, dated 30 Bee.1689, in
O.P.8/6,63. It may be that this, and the notes referring
to parliamentary management which precede it at S.P. 8/6, 
56, are also by Carmarthen.
2 B.M. Egerton MSS. 3337, Bundle 14.
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1691, about the dispute in the Hamburgh Company which was 
before the Council, that "Mr. Attorney’s report ... was not 
brought before the Council as itt ought first to have been 
(being refer’d from thence to him), but was reported ex parte 
to your Majesty, contrary to all proceedings at the Councill 
table, from whence only itt should have been reported to 
your Majesty with their opinion.
The Privy Council records do not add a great many more
details. On 29 September 1692 it was ordered that the
Treasury should consider the Declaration of Sea Victualls
submitted by the Navy Office, "And the Eight Honourable the
Lord President, as soon as Their Lordships shall desire it,
v/ill acquaint Her Majestie therein that a Councill may be
summoned purposely to lay be'fore Her Majestie Their Lordships
2
Report herein." In February 1693 the Riding Clerk in 
Chancery was ordered to "forthwith attend the Right Honour­
able the Lord President of Their Majesties Privy Council with 
the Roll of Sheriffs for this present year, in order for His 
Majestie to amend a Misnomr t h e r e i n . These two small 
instances tend to confirm the impression of Carmarthen as 
being a Lord President active in the minor, as well as the 
major, parts of his job. On 31 May 1694, after a Committee
1. Browning, A. op. cit., II, 203.
. ]?. C. 3 C)4k.
j). 1).C. 2//'?3;, ESS).
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of Council had examined the conduct of the Commissioners 
of Sick and V/ounded, and presented a Report, "Upon considera­
tion thereof Her Majestie thought fitt the said Commissioners 
should have a Reprimand given them, which, they being called 
in, was done accordingly by the Lord P re s i d e nt .O n  27 
December of that year, when the Queen was gravely ill, "The 
Lord President Acquaints the Board that by reason of the 
present ill condition Her Majestie lay in the King could 
not now come to Council, and left it to the Board to do what 
they should think necessary upon this occasion." The 
Council then took legal advice upon whether, if the Queen 
died, the life of the Parliament would be effected, and
medical opinion upon the state of the Queen’s illness; after
is
which it is recorded that "The Lord President/desired to
wait upon the King to intreat His Majestie to take care of
2
His ovme Health." The King was not present in Council 
again until the J1 January 1693 - .Leeds attended 6 out of 
the 13 Councils held in the interim. After his absence from 
27 of the 83 Councils held in 1689, his record of attendance 
had been very good, and it vjas below its average from the 
time of the Queen’s death to his suspension from the Council.
The death of the Queen produced a temporary lull in the 
political battle, when "it was to the Lord President that
1. Ibid., 424.
2. P.C. 2/76, 16.
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the nation turned as its temporary h e a d . H i s  political 
position was still precarious, however, The ascendancy he 
had achieved had attracted increasing unpopularity, although 
his influence was "all-pervasive rather than all-pov/erf ul. "
By 1694 it had become obvious that his own grasp of affairs 
was failing - Professor Browning quotes the Shrewsbury 
Correspondence to show how the Lord President now tended to 
hedge on vital questions of policy, like that of whether or 
not the Fleet should winter in the Mediterranean.^ The death 
of the Queen both weakened Leeds’ position and made way for 
the advancement of Sunderland, for she had a particular 
respect for Leeds and an invincible distrust and dislike 
of Sunderland. Sunderland’s back-stage influence had been 
increasing since 1693, and his advice upon parliamentary 
management was proving increasingly acceptable.^ Meanwhile 
the Lord President "was over-whelmed by hard work, and never 
enjoyed adequate support from his colleagues ... He was a 
sick man, mentally tired." The immediate cause of Leeds’ 
downfall was not in itself significant. Ailesbury’s verdict 
seems to be pretty accurate, that his "exit" was "not so much
1. Browning, A. op. cit.. I, 312.
2. Ibid, 484.
3. Browning, A . op. cit. , I, 311-12.
Coxe, i/V. Private and Original Correspondence of Charles 
Talbot Duke of Shrewsbury, (I82IJ 66. Shrewsbury wrote : 
"My Lord President thought it too nice a point, and de­
clared he would give no opinion; but managed his argu­
ments so well for and against it, that I will not 
decide what opinion he is of."
4. Kenyon, J.P. "The Earl of Sunderland and the King’s
Administration 1693-1693." &.H.P. LXXI (1936) 374 et 
passim.
^ 3. Ibid., 377.
to detect bribary as to get him out of c o u r t . T h e  
clamours against him in Parliament had made it impossible 
for him to be appointed a Lord Justice, and Jilliam, hesi­
tating to disgrace him openly, sent the Lord President notice
privately that he was not to attend the Council while the
2
King was away. "With doubtful wisdom Leeds .... persisted
in attending the Council" up to the time William left En-
gland.^ Actually, he did not attend the first two Councils
in May, but he did appear at the last meeting.before the
King left; that of 9 May, at which Peregrine Bertie was
sworn a Privy Councillor.^ He never attended the Council
again until the first meeting of Queen Anne’s reign.
It was rumoured, however, that Leeds would attend the
5Council again as soon as the King returned. Among Sir 
'William Trumbull’s Cabinet memoranda are tW'O papers referring 
to the question. On 16 October 1695 Trumbull notes, the 
King ’’bid me see if I could tell whether or no, the D of L 
would come to Council, and if I found he would not, thn to 
say nothing; otherwise to go to him and desire him to stay 
away. I sd, I could not tell how to discover his mind;
because he gave out tht he would come (during the K ’s
absence) and yet did not etc. Then the K sd, 1. I should
summon a Council tomorrow 7-night 2. To go to the D. and
1. Ailesbury T. Memoirs; written by himself (1890 Poxburghe
2. Browning, A. op. cit.. I," '523* Club) 549.
5. Ibid.
4. P.C. 2/76, 150.
5. Browning, A. op. cit.. I, 523-524.
Luttrell, N. Brief Relation, (18p7, Oxford), III, 537.
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tell him, That having assur’d the K. he wd. not be uneasy 
to him, tht. it was his pleasure the D. should stay away 
from Council, till further order. ’’ On 24 October Trumbull 
wrote : "Sr. John Nicholas brought me a Lre. from D. of Leeds 
(sup’scribed to the Clerk of the Council in waiting, by a 
Servt. sent on purpose) to know if a Council had been sumond 
and when to meet: subscribed Leeds P. To wch. Sr. John 
returned an answer by word of mouth, tht. Mr. Sec’y T. had 
ordered (last night) sumons to go out for a Council to meete 
this afternoon at 5. ... The Bp. of Lond. comes to see me 
at the office soon after, and as he mentioned D. of Leeds,
I askt. If he intended to come to Council? He rep. He 
thought Yes ... he knows the K. wd. not have him come, but 
he expects the K. should tell him so." Trumbull then relates 
his steps to waylay Leeds before he got to the Council, and 
goes on to record the conversation he had with him:- "I dd. 
my message ... To wch. he rep. ... That he wd. not displease 
the K. or make him uneasy, but tht. it was a hardship in 
respect of the approaching parlt; for if the K. had intimated 
this before he went away; it might have been forgot etc.
He thought it was in order to his being removed; but I sd.,
I thought not. Then he was glad to have it kept private, 
and so I assur’d him it should on my part; wch. is the cause 
I did not write o’ it to D. of S. or the K. Note ; this came 
to a Minute : Else he had gon to Council and said he came
458
on purpose."^ A month later it was still "considered
worthy of note that he was not summoned to a Council 
2
meeting."
The King told Shrewsbury, in the autumn of 1695, that
"he had done a hardship to my Lord President, in hindering
%
his coming to Council, but only a little over a year later 
Shrewsbury "was surprised to find how easy the King was in 
parting with him and his consequences. He said, the whole 
family of the Berties was against h i m . I f  the King was 
so soon satisfied with the way things had turned out, Leeds 
was still not ready to admit defeat in 1699. Vernon wrote 
to Shrewsbury to tell him that Pembroke’s promotion to the 
Presidency was imminent: "I had orders yesterday to tell my 
Lord Pembroke that he should bring the Privy Seal with him 
to Council, and to speak to my Lord Lonsdale to be ready to 
receive it ... The Duke of Leeds was yesterday morning v;ith 
the King. V^ hat passed I know not; but, it is said, he gives 
no consent to make it a resignation. It has already been
1. Berks. County Record Office, Reading. Trumbull MSS. 
These two papers are with a few other odd ones at the 
bottom of the Bundle of Cabinet Memoranda. Trumbull 
seems to have written his second memorandum on the day 
the events he describes took place, probably as a remind­
er and justification of what he had done in case the 
matter was called into question in the future.
2. Browning, A. op. cit.. I, 526.
5. Coxe, #. Private and Original Correspondence of Charles
Talbot Duke of Shrewsbury (T82I) 399, Shrewsbury to 
Somers, 3b October/lO November 1695.
4. Ibid., 479, Shrewsbury to Somers, 14/24 April 1697.
5. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of 
William III, IGW^I/Ob." [I84i;, II, 285.
Vernon to Shrewsbury, 17 May 1699*
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suggested that Pembroke may have undertaken the duties of 
the Presidency before his official appointment on 18 May 
1699"  ^ Whether or not Pembroke acted unofficially on Leeds’ 
behalf, the office of Lord President had been in virtual 
suspension for four years. No other great office of state, 
except perhaps the Privy Seal, could have supported an in­
active incumbrant. This must be set down in the balance 
sheet as very strongly suggesting that the Presidency was 
neither useful nor important. After the impetus given to 
the office by Danby’s making it the active centre of the 
administration, his four-year suspension had stultified its 
further growth, and, if nothing worse, had lowered its pres­
tige. The fact that he was Lord President did not cause the 
fall of the Duke of Leeds, but the office suffered from his 
disgrace.
Pembroke, the new Lord President, is perhaps the most 
obscure of the great men of his time. Apart from notices 
in the ordinary biographical dictionaries, nothing has been 
written about him. Macaulay’s estimate of his character 
is commonly quoted, for lack of anything better: he said 
that Pembroke was ’’a high born and high bred man, who had 
ranked among the Tories, who had voted for a Regency, anc^vho 
had married the daughter of Sawyer. ’’ He mentions, in mitiga­
tion of Pembroke’s Toryism, that Locke dedicated his Essay
1. P.O. 2/77, 332. cf. above p. 4%.3
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on Human Understanding to him.^ Burnet’s character sketch 
of Pembroke was as follows : "A man of eminent virtue, and
of great and profound learning, particularly in the mathe­
matics : this made him a little too speculative and abstracted 
in his notions : he had great application, but he lived a little 
too much out of the world, though in a public station: a 
little more practice among men would give him the last finish­
ing: there was something in his person and manner that 
created him an universal respect: for we had no man amongst
us which all sides loved and honoured so much as they did 
2
him." To this appreciation of Burnet’s, which refers to 
the year 1697, Speaker Onslow added the note, "Except as to 
his virtue and learning, he did not keep up a great character 
afterwards, and even at this time ... they who were near him 
did not think very highly of him; ... He had gone through 
most of the great offices of the kingdom, but never as a 
minister, and some of them he had only, till they could 
otherwise be disposed of ... his character for probity was 
so high, and the esteem of him, ... so general, that his 
acceptance of employments was a credit to the government; 
and his own indifference as to them made him the more easily 
to be removed from them. He was very firm to the government 
and constitution, but had no particular attachment to minis- 
ters or p a r t i e s . Q u e e n  Mary, in 1690, thought that "Lord
1. Macaulay, T.B. History of England, (1853) III, 549* 
quoted, e.g. in G.EUO. The Complete Peerage (1910-1953)
X, 424.
2. Burnet, G. History of My Own Time (folio ed.) II, 199*
3. Ibid., n.
4bi
Pembroke is as mad as most of his family though very good 
natured, and a man of honour, but not very steady as I found 
in the business of Lord Torrington.
Pembroke was most famous as a virtuoso. He was inter­
ested in natural history: "II aimait beaucoup et se plaisant 
a planter toutes sortes d’arbres for^tiers, mais principale­
ment ceur d’entre les exotiques qui peuvent endurer l’air 
de notre Climate, comme les Cedres du Liban.’’^  He collected 
coins, pictures and statuary - Defoe described Wilton House 
as "a mere museum or chamber of rarities," and said, "the 
genius of the noble collector may be seen in this glorious 
collection, than which, take them together, there is not a
finer in any private hand in Europe, and in no hand at all
%
in Britain, private or public.""^ He was a mathematician, 
as Burnet mentions, and President of the Royal Society. Evelyn 
was acquainted with him and describes him as "a very worthy
Ge n t ; b u t  Hearne, on the other hand, said that Pembroke_____
1. Doebner,R. Memoirs of Mary Queen of England (1886) 29,30.
2. B.M. S1 oane 'MBs.4068 , 250-25<t• Memoir of % e  Earl of
Pembroke by his s.on and Sir Hans Sloane, v/ritten about 
1734. There are four brief letters from Pembroke to 
Sloane bound in the same volume as the Memoir; one is a 
request to borrow two volumes on natural history, and
another refers to the need for a forthcoming book on
Japan to include a vocabulary for which, if necessary, 
special type should be made. Ibid.,148,130, 151, 152.
3. Defoe, D. Tour Through Great Britain: from London to 
Land’s End:"[1888) 57, &i.
4. de Beer, E.S. The Diary of John Evelyn (1955, Oxford)
V, 245' Evelyn and Pembroke"visited each other on 
several occasions. Ibid., IV, 652; V, 245, 292, 325,
363, 532, 469, 496, 609.
"is" not a man of deep Penetration nor of that profound
Learning he is taken to be. Anthony Wood comments that
the "Earl of Pembroke understood Latin no more than a horse,"
and says that at the Encaenia of 1674 "he spoke indifferently
2
well, but understood not what he said." Thus, even on his 
own ground, the Earl of Pembroke did not earn unqualified 
praise.
When Pembroke succeeded to his Earldom in 1683 his
%
family’s fortunes were at a low e b b H e  improved them by 
a rich marriage (his wife was said to have brought him 
£30,000), and improved the family’s reputation too by his 
conduct. He commanded the vViltshire Militia in the Monmouth 
Rebellion,and the King was then "very well satisfied with"
5
him: but he was among the Lord Lieutenants dismissed in
A
1687 or 1688, and was said to have refused the command of
7
Shrewsbury’s Regiment of Root on the terms offered by James. 
He was one of the signatories of the document that invited 
William to take over the government in December 1688,^
1. Quoted in G.E.G. Complete Peerage, (1910-1953),X, 424.
2. Clark, A. (ed.) The Life fe Times of Anthony Wood,
antiquary, of Oxford, 1632-1695, described by himself.
-(1891-rgoo,"-Qifdhd)'III,' ■5797117-2SB1
3. V.C.H. Wiltshire, V. (1937) 139#
4. Ibid., T551
3 . S.P. 31/2, 43.
6. V.C.H. Wilts, op.cit., 166 n. 83, discusses the evidence 
for and against Pembroke’s dismissal.
7. Bramston, Sir J. The Autobiography of Sir John Bramston, 
K.B. (1845, O.S. 3*23 2ET*
8. TTC.H. Wilts, op.cit., 168.
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though he was far from being foremost in carrying through
the Revolution; Clarendon recorded in his Diary on J1 December
1688 that "Lord Pembroke seemed to be of opinion that all
endeavours must be used in the Convention in January, to
provide for the safety of the government with regard to the
King’s interest,and Ailesbury remembered that at the
beginning of William’s reign Pembroke "had a behaviour like
a great and generous nobleman, and I really believe he. had
no view in prospect, and when he accepted of an employment
afterwards, he gave me this reason, what our blessed Lord
and Saviour Jesus Christ answered when they came to tempt
2
him, "Render unto Caesar" etc." 'William sent Pembroke as
'5
Ambassador Extraordinary to the States General in 1689,
which shows that he had some confidence in him, though
Pembroke "stayed only a few weeks and did little or nothing
Zl
of any interest." He was later the titular head of the
5British delegation at Ryswick. According to the Spencer 
House Journals, in December 1689 William said that "lord 
Moulgrave had been proposed to him to go to the Congress
1. Singer, 3.W. The Correspondence of Henry Hyde, Earl of 
Clarendon and of his brother Laurence"Hyde, Earl "oT 
Rochester; with "the Diary of Lord Clarendon 1687-1590. 
X T B R b J  "TI7 '2 3 8 :-----------------------------------------------------
2. Ailesbury, T. Memoirs: w^ ritten by himself. (1890, Rox- 
burghe Club) 232.
3. His instructions are in B.M. Add. MSS. 34340, 49#
4. Clark, G.N. The Dutch Alliance and the War against
French Trade, 1688-169^71 C1923, Manchester UnivefsTty 
’Press), 142, Appendix I.
3. Ogg, D. England in the Reigns of James II and William
III, (1953, Oxford;, 437.
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at the Hague. Seemed to bee most disposed to send Lord 
Pembroke though hee said hee was a weak man The next
month the King "Said hee could not send Lord Pembroke to
p
the Congress because hee had need of him in the Admiralty."
A modern estimate of Pembroke’s term of office as 1st. 
Lord of the Admiralty does not agree with Sir. CharleA 
Firth’s slighting verdict that he did no better than Torring- 
ton.^ Mr. Ehrman says that Pembroke was "one of the more 
moderate ’Regency’ Tories, popular v/ith all groups and gen­
erally regarded as sound, relatively disinterested and 
moderately capable ... Pembroke ... had only recently returned 
as a successful ambassador from the Hague, and so popular 
had he been there that V/illiam at the beginning of 1690 had 
considered sending him over: to attend the forthcoming Congress 
... As a warning to the extreme 'Whigs, as a sop to the Dutch, 
and as an unexacting but respected colleague for Nottingham, 
he was an excellent choice at a difficult time. As an admin­
istrator, he proved conscientious, attending the Privy Coun-
4oil and the Admiralty regularly throughout the year."
Another historian of the navy speaks of Pembroke’s "knowledge 
and ability in Anglo-Dutch affairs." "Pembroke’s greatest 
asset was that he was always on exceptionally friendly terms
1. Foxcroft, H.C. The Life and Letters of Sir George 
Savile, Bt., 1st. Marquis of Halifax (Isys; II, 241.
2. T N i d r r W r -------------------------
$. Firth, Sir Charles. A Commentary on Macaulay’s History 
of England, (1938) lYT.
4. E h r m a n , T h e Navy in the War of William III (1933, 
Cambridge), 3R2-323*
with ail the Dutch officers and delegates.There was an '
idea of sending him to Holland in 1705 "to set matters right
Vy^ ith the States, as well with regard to what is past, as to
concert measures for the future, which is surely very 
2
necessary." Pembroke evidently kept up his interest in 
naval affairs when he became Lord President. Vernon wrote 
to Rochester in 1701, "As to what relates to the having naval 
provisions in store at Kinsale, it is ordered that the Ad­
miralty be acquainted vzith it ... in the proper time; my ;
Lord President thinking it fittest to be done when we are
3 !
nearer to a rupture."^ In Council, on 9 November 1704, "My 
Lord President Reports to Her Majesty upon the Memorandum j
of His Royal Highness for an Augmentation of Ordnance stores 
for the F l e e t . O n  22 September 1705 the Clerk of the 
Council wrote to the Attorney General, "By My Lord Presi­
dent’s Directions I trouble you with the Enclosed Copy of a 
Memorial from His Royal Highness the Lord High Admiral upon 
which His Lordship desires you would make out a Draught of 
a Proclamation.It is recorded in the Privy Council Register
1. James, G.F. "Some Further Aspects of Admiralty Adminis- 
tration, 1689-1714" B.I.H.R. %VIII, (1939/40) 18, 19#
2. H.M.C. 29, Portland II, (13th R.App. II), 190-191#
Somers to Newcastle, 8 Sept. 1703. Newcastle himself 
had apparently been considered for the mission. Ibid., 
Harley to Newcastle 6 Sept. 1705 # Draft instructions 
for Pembroke are at H.M.C. 29, Portland IV, (15th R.
App. IV), 237#
3# Singer, S.W. op.cit., II, 406-407, and cf. Ibid. 423#
4. P.C. 2/80, 194.
3. Ibid., 421.
4-t.L
for 18 January 1702 that, "His Majesty was pleased to
Acquaint this Board that the occasion for calling this
Extraordinary Councill was to Declare my Lord Pembroke Lord
High Admiral of England etc. and that he did not doubt but
their Lordships would approve the Choice of such a Person
who had deserved so well from Him and the Kingdom."^ The
rumour that he intended to exercise his command at sea
2
caused a momemtary flutter in the navy. Pembroke was not
long in office as Admiral, for Anne succeeded William in
six months’ time, and she appointed her husband to the Ad-
%
miraity, and Pembroke became Lord President again; but 
upon the death of Prince George he was once more Lord High 
Admiral, for a year
As Lord President Pembroke was as conscientious as he 
had been as 1st Lord of the Admiralty. Soon after his 
appointment, in May 1699, Vernon wrote that "the Council 
sat late, the Lord President being exact in going through 
the whole paper.” Towards the end of his second term of
1. P.C. 2/78, 303.
2. Aiken, W.A. The Conduct of the Earl of Nottingham 
(1941, Yale University'Lress, New Haven) 73, gives a 
good brief summary of Pembroke’s career, but his comment 
on this occasion that "for his lack of knowledge of naval 
affairs this appointment caused a certain amount of wild 
(and justifiable) consternation,” is hardly fair, consid- 
erding Pembroke’s previous service as 1st. Lord.
3. P.O. 2/79, 174.
4. P.C. 2/82, 205.
5. James, G.P.P. Letters illustrative of the Reign of 
William III, 16% to I708* [1841) li; 287.
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office, however, Harley made a less kind comment: he wrote 
to Newcastle on 11 September 1711, "Your humble servant has 
had more Councils and hearings since the Lord President went 
for Ireland than has been in tv/o years before, It is to 
be noticed that the Lord President was appointed Lord Lieu­
tenant of Ireland, and actually went there in 1707, without 
relinquishing his Presidency. He wrote to Secretary Harley, 
to thank him "for the care you have taken in the business 
of the Council ... I am sure Her Majesty’s business there
2
has had an advantage by my being here," namely in Dublin.
In this letter there seems to be a hint of what appears from 
other incidents in Pembroke’s career, namely that he was 
slightly ridiculous as a public man, in spite of his many 
good qualities and his steady application to business. In 
1685, he aspired, with James’s vzarm recommendation, to com­
mand the English troops in Holland. Rochester wrote to the 
Prince of Orange "that it is a thing the King extremely 
desired to have a man of quality of his owne Subjects wdth 
the Character of Generali of those six regiments, as my Lord 
Ossory was, and that this gentleman is one that the King 
thinks wall be very capable of it; ... it were very needlesse
for me to add any Character of the man himselfe ... but in
short I may tell you that what he wants of experience, he 
will supply v/ith application. He is very sober, and of a good
1. H.M.C. 29, Portland II, (15th R. App. II), 200.
2. H.M.C. 29, Portland IV, (15th R. App. IV), 446.
understanding, very brave, and behaved himselfe very v/ell 
and was the cause that the Militia under him in "Wiltshire 
did their duty too, in this last businasse here in the 7/est.
He is of the first quality amongst us, and one the King thinks 
very affectionate to his S e r v i c e . I n  reply to this glowing 
testimonial, Bentinck wrote to Rochester that "The Prince 
feels himself in some embarrassment, not knowing what to do 
in respect of the King’s recommendation of Lord Pembroke.
I have taken the liberty to express to you, sir, the diffi­
culty there would be to persuade the States to let him have 
the command of the English troops ... Moreover, His Highness 
fears that a young man who has seen no service, could not
2
be of any use to His Highness at the head of these regiments.!*' 
In 1692 Rochester again wTote a comment on Pembroke for 
William. In a paper dealing with the current political 
situation he mentions, among other things, a proposal to 
increase the size of the Fleet; in the margin he notes,
"This proposal of the encreasing the fleet in ths maner, 
both Lord Privy Seal, Nottingham, and Cornwallis say is the 
most pernicious thing in the world ... but I hear the first 
has a little changed his mind which he is apt to do, and 
Lord Com. Trevor laughs at it."^ ^
1. S.P. 8/1 (King William’s Chest) Pt. II, 26.
2. Singer, S.W. op. cit.. I, lp4. (Translated from the 
French).
$. S.P. 8/12, 120.
4^1
It has seemed necessary to deal with Pembroke person­
ally at such length, because so little is commonly known 
about him, and his Presidency was central to the development 
of the office. By the time Pembroke ceased to be Lord Presi­
dent the character of that office was fixed. Shaftesbury 
and Danby had made ambitious use of it. Sunderland had held 
it when he was favourite minister. Others had done more or 
less. Now, twenty years after the re-establishment of the 
office it came to be held by a statesman to whom it could 
be an end in itself, not a means to further his political 
ambitions, and who was prepared to do his duty thoroughly. 
Pembroke was Lord Presiden for a total of nine years. He 
therefore had long enough to influence the future of the 
office. He did his duty conscientiously, (as his very 
regular attendance at Council shows); but the fact emerges 
from this period that the duties were not very onerous. The 
Presidency had become a shelf, upon which worthy but elderly 
or second-rate statesmen might repose.
Somerset, Pembroke’s successor as President in 1702, 
was aged 40 at the time of his appointment, the youngest 
President appointed in this period; but it is not inappro­
priate to describe him as a second-rate statesman. He had 
large ideas of his own importance, and, indeed, in the reign
of Anne he did have a considerable nuisance value,^ but his
2
six months as Lord President were not notable. Somers, who
1. Plumb, J.H. ’’The Organisation of the Cabinet in the Reign
of Anne, T.R.H.S. 5th Series, 7, (1957), 146.
2. His appointment is not mentioned in the D.N.B., but see
P.C. 2/78, )17.
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‘ 1
succeeded Pembroke in 1708, might at first sight seem to
contradict the estimate made in the last paragraph of the
presidency. He was neither very old nor second-rate. The
particular political circumstances of 1703, however, made
his appointment a matter of necessity not choice for the
Queen, and Lord President was not the office he was most
2.suited for, but simply the best thing he could get. Somers
had been in his appropriate station as Lord Chancellor, but
his friends could not hope for that in 1708; they had been
pressing for the removal of Prince George from the Admiralty
(because he was under the influence of Admiral Churchill),
and had suggested Pembroke’s promotion to that post as being
unexceptionable - which he was when the Prince died. If he
entered office somewhat under a cloud, Somers’s tv/o years
as President were not unprofitable: he soon conquered the
Queen’s prejudices against him, and he had ”an influence over
great decisions, domestic and foreign, equal to that of
%
Godolphin and Marlborough. He had never been a Privy 
Councillor under Anne until he was sworn of the Council and 
installed as Lord President on the same d a y b u t  after that 
he did not miss more than twelve Councils while he was 
President.
1. P.C. 2/82, 205. Like Somerset, he is not credited with 
having been Lord President by the D.N.B.
2. Trevelyan, G.M. England Under Queen Anne (ed. of 194-8) 
II, 589.
5. Ibid., 590.
4. 25 Nov. 1708. P.C. 2/82 , 205.
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Rochester and Buckinghamshire are closer to the
picture that has been drawn of the Presidency after Pembroke
than either Somerset or Somers. Rochester was aged 69 when
1he was appointed for the second time, and Buckinghamshire 
2
was 65. Nottingham, who was George I’s first Lord Presi­
dent, bears out the suggestion that the Pi^esidency was be­
coming a niche to which statesmen might conveniently be 
relegated before death or retirement even more strongly, 
for his age in 1714 was 77* ,The Table below sets out, for 
the purposes of comparison, the ages of the various Lord 
Presidents of this period at the times of their appointment, 
and shows the number of years from that time to the date of 
their deaths.
Shaftesbury 1679 58 4
Radnor 1679 73 6
Rochester 1684 43
1710 69 1
Halifax 1685 52 10
Sunderland 1685 45 17
Danby 1689 58 23
Pembroke 1699 43
1702 46 31
Somerset 1702 40 46
Somers 1708 57 8
Buckinghamshire 1711 63 10
Nottingham 1714 77 16
It will be noticed that most of these men had passed the
highest peaks of their careers when they were appointed
Lord President, and even those who lived for ten years or
more after that appointment held no other important offices
..
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after being Presidents. Rochester, however, was the only 
President of this period to die in office.
Little needs to be said of the careers as President of 
Rochester and Buckinghamshire. Rochester’s second term 
lasted only nine months. Buckingham was President for just 
over three years. Both attended the Council conscientiously - 
Buckingham was present at all its meetings in 1712 and at 
all but three in 1713. Buckinghamshire had been made Presi­
dent as one "who can never be dangerous and will many ways
i«
be useful, as a fellow minister. Prince Eugene, upon his
visit to England in 1712, wrote a character sketch which
describes him as "a sanguine man but of great parts, esteemed
a true patriot and one of the eldest sons of the Church, a
great assertor of the ancient constitution, reputed a great
lover of the family of the Stu3.rts, having the favour of the
Queen’s ear very much, whereby he is very popular although
of no considerable interest in the country, his estate being
2
more in money than lands." To counterbalance this portrait 
of a conservative statesman, it is worth noting that he had, 
in 1691 or 1692, written a very sensible paper for King 
William, suggesting various practical improvements in the 
conduct of Council business. It suggested, among other 
things, that the Committee for the Plantations "should meet
1. Poulett to Har-fiey, 4 May 1711, marked "A prudent letter."
H.M.C. 29, Portland IV, (15th R. App. IV. Harley 
II), 684.
Trevelyan, G.M. op. cit.. Ill, 125.
2. H.M.C. 29, Portland V, (Harley M88. Ill) 157.
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on fixed days, and not according to the Pleasure or humour 
of a President of the Councill;" that "it should be better 
taken care of, what should be read at Councill, and what is 
improper; and the matters brought thither, should first be 
a little examined by the Lord Presiden;" and it concluded 
that there are "Many indecencyes also, and irregularityes, 
in relation to Clerks, Dorekeepers etc.," which"are below 
your Majesty’s care, but not the Lord President’s."^ If he 
had not forgotten these precepts by 1711, Buckinghamshire 
must have made an efficient President.
Buckinghamshire was the last President of the period 
1679 to 1714. He is a suitable subject to conclude on, 
because his paper, just quoted, is a reminder of the power 
and duties of the Presidency. A survey of the careers of 
the Lord Presidents does not provide easy generalisations.
The status of the office obviously changed from time to time, 
within this period and afterwards. The majority of the 
evidence collected seems to point to the Presidency being 
a place of little importance, compared to the other great 
offices. The reluctance of so many politicians to accept 
it, and the age and political standing of those appointed 
go to confirm this impression. But if the office can be 
said to have settleAdown, from the time of Pembroke onwards, 
into a state of dignified impotence, it would be wrong to
1. 8.P. 6/15, 7.
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forget the earlier efforts of Shaftesbury, Sunderland 
and Danby. It would be wrong, too, to suggest that the 
Lord President was wholly impotent, for throughout this 
period and beyond he remained active in Council affairs, 
and a member of the Cabinet.
47^
CHAPTER 8 
THE PRIVY COUNCIL OFFICE
Before a final assessment can be made of the scope of
the Council’s activities, it is necessary to show what
administrative resources were at the disposal of the Lord
President and the Council. It is the object of this chapter
and the next to describe the Council office and the Clerks
of the Council. The Privy Council Office deserves more
than the one passing reference it gets from Turner. It was
not a large concern, but then neither were the other offices
of the time. It is of more importance that by 1679 it was
already well-established and its routine settled, and that
it was staffed by some of the most notable minor officials
of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
The Office was situated close to the Council Chamber.
In the Palace of V/hitehall, before the fire of 1698, the
Council Chamber was on the first floor on the east side
of the Privy Gallery, and the Office was below it on the
ground floor.^ The Council Chamber had occupied this site
since Tudor times and had long been used as a grandstand
for watching spectacles and for hearing sermons preached in
2
the Courtyard below: Pepys wrote, when the King’s presence
in Whitehall was still a novelty, "walking all afternoon in
1. Cox, M.H. & Norman, P. (ed.) L.C.C. Survey of London, 
XIII, The Parish of St. Margaret, Westminster (1930)
Pt. II, Neighbourhood of Whitehall, I, 97, 98.
2. Survey of London, op. cit., 61.
^7(0
White Hall Court ... It was strange to see how all the people
flocked together there to see the King looking out of the
1 2 Council windov;." James II rebuilt this part of the Palace,
but it seems that the Council Chamber and Office were recon­
structed in the same place. It was during this rebuilding 
that two Council meetings are specially noted in the Register 
as taking place "At the Earl of Sunderland’s,"^ and on 15 
October 1686 the Council was held "In the new Council 
Chamber. Meanwhile, the Lord Chamberlain had been ordered 
to "consider of a fit place within His Majesty’s Palace of 
Whitehall, as well for lodging the Records and Papers of 
His Majesty’s most honourable Privy Council as for making 
an Office convenient for the Dispatch of such Business as 
shal be by them ordered and' directed, whilst the Council 
Chamber is rebuilding."'^
In January 1698 came the great Whitehall fire. A 
correspondent wrote to Williamson that the fire had seemed 
to be stopped, "but it broke out again next the Council 
Chamber," destroying "all the chief part of Whitehall.
James Vernon wrote to him on the 7 January that "The King is 
considering where to place the necessary offices again. I
1. Pepys, S. Diary, 4 July, 1660.
2. Survey of London, op. cit., 102-105*
5. P.C. 2/71, 70 fe”152.
4. Ibid., 523.
5 . Ibid., 97.
6. Cal. 8.P. Dom., 1698, I8-I9.
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think the Council, Treasury, and Secretary’s offices may be
provided for in the Princesses lodgings at the Cockpit.
It was to the Cockpit that the Council Chamber and Office,
together with the Treasury, Secretaries of State, and Board
of Trade offices moved. The Treasury Minutes record that,
"on 4th January 1697/8 a fire happened in a private lodging
near the Stone Gallery at Whitehall at 3 or 4 of the clock
in the afternoon, which continued till 6 or 7 of the clock
in the morning; during which time the Rooms of State, the
King’s Chapel, the Council Chamber, the Offices of the
Principal Secretary of State, the Treasury Chambers ... and
several other buildings were consumed." The Commissioners’
next meeting was held "at the house of me, William Lowndes,"
but as soon as 17 February they "had their first sitting at
2
the new office in the Cockpit." The Council did not have
a meeting until 13 January, and that was held at Kensington:
the Register does not record a meeting at Whitehall until 
%
23 March.^ Fortunately, the most important Council records 
were saved. Some precautions had been taken against fire
in 1678, by the provision of an iron chest for storing docu-
4 5ments. The Register survived intact, but the scantiness
1. Ibid., 19.
2. C.T.B. XIII, 31, 32, 63.
3. P.O. 2/77, 144 & 163j.
4.Turner, Privy Council, il, 446, and see p. 4SO^ belovj, for a 
payment to John Cocks who saved the Council Chest from 
the fire.
5. Unlike the Council Books of Ireland, which were lost 
in a fire at Dublin Castle in 1711.
4-7 s
of the Unbound Papers and their poor condition today is
probably due to the fire of 1598W  It is not kno?h exactly
which rooms in the Cockpit were occupied by the Council and
its staff, but they seem to have been next to the new Treasury 
2
offices. The important point was that the main government 
offices were kept together. It has been remarked that the 
close proximity of all the offices dealing with colonial 
administration in the eighteenth century "was a happy state 
of affairs which did not then prevail in other departments
of government in Britain (such as the Admiralty and its
Branches). The only difficulty resulting from the concen­
tration of the Council, Treasury, Secretary of State’s and 
Board of Trade Offices, is that of identifying the particular 
location of meetings said to have taken place "At the Cockpit."
The Council Chamber at V/hitehall was of course only one
of several. There was a Council Chamber in each of the royal
residences, and, after 1688, that at Whitehall was used less 
than the others. Nevertheless, The Privy Council Office 
remained at Whitehall. A Clerk, or Clerks, of the Council 
would attend at whatever place the Council met. On one 
occasion Philip Maddox, an Underclerk of the Council, des-
cribed how the Lords of the Council, petitioners, and Clerks
1. P.P.O., Pound Room, Index to Unbound Papers of the Privy 
Council, introductory note.
2. Survey of London, op. cit., XIV (1931), Pt. Ill, Neigh- 
bourhood o£ Whitehall, II, 77•
3. Grant, W.L. & Munro, J. Acts of the Privy Council of 
England; Colonial Series, (19o8-l9l^ Vl, vi.
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came trooping back to London when a Council meeting at 
Hampton Court was cancelled: "At 11 o’clock on Tuesday night 
word came to Hampton Court that the King w^ ould not be yester­
day there, so we came back as we went. My Lord Privy Seal, 
the Earl of Huntingdon, the Lord Pauconberg, Mr. Solicitor, 
the Governor of the East India Company, the merchants concern*
ed in an interloper from East India, and several others went
G
there, and amongst the rest Mr. Blathwayt. Mr. 0rwyn came 
home on Tuesday night with Mr. Fox."^ The most essential 
Council papers, and office furnishings as well, were carried 
from place to place to suit the convenience of the Council - 
as appears from the numerous payments made for carriage of 
the Council Chest and Plate. Thus, in 1680, a Warrant 
was addressed to the Treasurer of the Chamber for the pay­
ment to John Gauntiett. Underkeeper of the Council Records, 
of Lie "for his charges in removing the Council Books and
2
Papers to and from Hampton Court and his attendance there."
In 1682 he got £20 for having removed the Council Chest to 
and from Oxford and Hampton Court, and in 1683 and 1684 the 
same amount for its removal to and from Windsor and Hampton 
Court.^ Othervjise the payments of £10 a year were regular 
up to 1691,^ when he got the allowance for transporting it
1. H.M.C. 63, Egmont, II, 133*
2. P.C. 2/68, 339.
3. P.O. 2/69, 463, 632; 2/70, 118.
4. P.C. 2/71, 23, 388; 2/72, 380; 2/73, 332.
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1
to and from Kensington, but perhaps this was thought to
be an excessive payment for such a short journey, because
no more allowances were made to him.
From the beginning of William’s reign, however, the
Servant and Keepers of the Council Chamber had been given
an extra allowance for their "great Expense in Horse Hire
and other Extraordinary charges" or "Riding Charges and 
2
Expenses." In addition, it was John Cocks, Servant of the 
Council Chamber, who received £1.6.0d. for "removing and 
securing of the Iron Chest at the time of the late Fire at 
Whitehall;who got an extra £4.2.8d. in 1703 "for the 
charge of a new leather Bagg for the Green velvitt Carpitt, 
and a new Trunk to carry the Standishes, Pens and Paper to 
Hampton Court, Windsor and -Bath, and for the charges of 
removing the Plate to and from St Jameses to the Cockpitt 
on Councills, Committees and Union Days, 32 t i m e s w h o  
had £20 in 1704 "for his two years charges and Expenses in 
removing the Council Chest## to and from Windsor, Bath, 
Hampton Court, and Kensington;and £10 in 1703, 1706, 1707 
for removing the Council Chest;^ and who in 1709 was granted 
"the usual sum of ten pounds for his charge and expenses the
1. P.C. 2/74, 108.
2. P.C. 2/73, 432, 307.
3. P.O. 2/77, 391.
4. P.C. 2/79, 325.
3. P.O. 2/80, 123.
6. P.C. 2/80, 403; 2/81, 394, 469.
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said year in removing the Council Chest and other necassarys
to and from Windsor, Kensington and St J a m e s e s . I t  looks
therefore as if the responsibility for removals had passed
from the Underkeeper of the Records to the Servant of the
Council Chamber. In March 1680, when the Court moved further
afield than was then usual, the Board of Greencloth was
ordered to provide a closed carriage and team of horses to
2
remove the Council’s Records, Books and Papers to Oxford. 
Otherwise, the mass of Council records and papers remained 
at Whitehall, and it seems that the Underclerks continued 
to work in the office there, where the Register was entered 
up and letters and orders were copied and dispatched.
A certain amount of detail about the outward appearance 
of the Council Chamber and Office and their furnishings 
emerges from such Warrants for payments as those quoted above 
In 1670 there had beeh one for "Making Paper windows for a
3
Roome under the Councill Chamber where the Clerkes write."
In James II’s nev/ Privy Gallery building the ground floor 
rooms, (which included the Council Office), were wainscotted 
in deal, and the rooms above, (which included the Council 
Chamber), were panelled, with the chief mouldings picked out 
in gilt. The Council Chamber had a mantelpiece of white and 
veined marble.^' On 21 January 1691 a Warrant was issued in
1. P.C. 2/82, 323.
2. P.C. 2/69, 238.
3. Survey of London, op. cit., XIII, 98.
4. Tbid.T’TOZf:
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favour of John Keeling, Blacksmith, who had "made a large 
Steel Press Screws and Table for their Majestys service in 
the Council Office, and has humbly prayed payment for the 
same, according to his accompt this day presented to the 
Board amounting to the summ of Twenty Two pounds, which
1
accompt is certified by His Majesty’s Smith to be reasonable."
He made another in 1699, for which he got £2j&.^  In 1696
John Cocks, Servant of the Council Chamber, had £1 for
"Candlesticks, Snuffers, and other necessarys for the use
of the Council Office;"'^ in 1699 another payment for "two
Candlesticks and other necassays for the use of the Council
Office ; in 1702 "for 9 Brass Candlesticks and snuffers"
£1.7#0d."^ In 1710 it was ordered that he should have £1.5 .Od.
"for his expenses at his own cost in furnishing the Council
Office Chimney with an Iron back and fitting and placing it
and the Iron Grates. And for six Brass Candlesticks and
tv;o pairs of snuffers for the use of the Council Office and
Lobby R o o m . H e  also provided the Council’s travelling
equipment. In 1703 there was the bag for the carpet - which
presumably was the covering of the Council Table - to travel
7in, and a trunk for carrying the inkstands, pens and paper;
1. P.C. 2/74, 294.
2. P.C. 2/77, 324.
3. P.O. 2/76, 316 amended 613.
4. P.C. 2/77, 391.
3. P.C. 2/79, 172.
6. P.C.2/83, 48.
7. above, p. . P.C. 2/79, 323.
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and in 1704 "two new Chests ... for the Security of the 
Plate and other services for the use of the Council Chamber 
at Windsor and Hampton Court" costing £24.10. Od?" In 1707 
he also got £11 "for his expenses at his own cost in making 
a New Chest iron bound 4 foot in length, 2 in width, and 2 
in depth with an Iron lock and 3 padlocks substantiall and 
strong to secure the Plate and other necessarys for the use
p
of the Council Chamber at Kensington." In 1709 he was paid 
£1.18.0d. for the "making of basketts with partitions lined 
with leather for the necessary use in Removing of the Silver 
standagirs and other plate in the service of the Council 
Chamber at Windsor and St. Jameses," and also £1.13.Od. for 
"ten new large sacks to secure and remove the books and 
Papers belonging to the Council Chamber and the Council 
Office at the Cockpit in Whitehall in case of fire or any 
other sudden incident that requires a remove. Cock’s 
successor as Servant to the Council Chamber, Robert Gregson, 
’'^ Disburst several sums of Money for necessarys Wanting in 
the Council Chamber at the Cockpit, Vizt. A large Iron Char- 
coale Grate for the use of the Council Chamber aforesaid, 
and other Iron necassarys, and for cleaning and mending the 
Press for the Council Seal amounting to the sum of" £23#11.0d, 
for which he got a Warrant, in February 1714.^
1. P.C. 2/80, 123.
2. P.C. 2/81, 469.
3. P.O. 2/82, 323.
4. Ibid., 460.
3. P.O. 2/84, 342.
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The two Keepers of the Council Chamber provided "Herbs, 
Rosemary, Brooms and other necessarys belonging to the Coun­
cil Chamber," for which they were each paid £10 a year,^  and 
in William’s reign and Anne’s they also, like the Servant of 
the Council Chamber, got allowances at the rate of 3/- a day
for attendance at Kensington, and 10/- a day for Hampton
2
Court and Windsor. Stationery was provided by the Under­
keeper of the Council Records, for Vvfhich he got £90 a year - 
the form of the Warrant being "for his charges in providing 
Councill Books, Pens, Paper, Inke, Wax, Wafers, Tape and 
other Necessarys for the Council Chamber.Gauntlett’s pre­
decessor as Underkeeper of the Council Records, John Wolley, 
had not been so fortunate as to be paid regularly. Pepys 
recorded in April 1667 that "The King was vexed the other 
day for having no paper laid for him at the Council-table, 
as was usual; and Sir Richard Browne did tell His Majesty 
he would call the person whose v/ork it was to provide it; 
who, being come, did tell His Majesty that he was but a 
poor man, and was out £400 or £300 for it, which was as much 
as he is worth ; and that he cannot provide it any longer 
without money, having received not a penny since the King’s 
coming in. So the King spoke to my Lord Chamberlain; and 
many such mementos the King do nowadays meet withall, enough
to make an ingenious man mad._______ _ ______________________
.1. P.C. 2/68, 166: 2/70, 288; 2/71, 164; 2/73 , 286 etc.
2. e.g. P.C. 2/79, 213.
3. P.O. 2/68, 339, 0tc.
4. Pepys, S. Diary, 22 April, 1667; mentioned again, 26
April.
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In 1694 the Council heard a petition from "William
Churchill stationer, Setting forth that he furnished the
Council Chamber, from the 15 of April 1689 to this present
January 1693 severall Books and Mapps," costing £62.13.Od.
It was ordered "that the Clerks of the Council do examine
the said Bills, and prepare a warrant to be signed by this
Board for the payment of such money to the Petitioner as
they shall judge reasonable.Samuel Carr, stationer, also
claimed £23.lO.Od. "for the binding of 22 Books belonging
2
to the Council Office." At different times further payments 
of this kind were made, for example, another £83.16.Od. to 
Churchill for "severall mapps delivered in by him for the 
Service of this B o a r d , a n d  £23.19*6d. to John Gauntlett, 
in addition to his usual allowance, "for the Charge of 
binding Eleven large Council Books, and for 13 volumes of 
Almanacks to make up the number for the Lords of Her Majesty’s 
Privy C o u n c i l . I n  1696 His Majesty’s Printers were ordered 
to "Provide and furnish for the service of the Council Cham­
ber and the Plantation Office the Tryalls of the severall 
conspirators as they shall be from time to time published, 
in the like manner as they serve in the votes of the House
5
of Commons which are not printed by them." On 26 September 
1699, "the Clerks of the Council ... Represented that the
1. P.C. 2/75, 323.
2. Ibid., 449.
3. P.C. 2/76, 601.
4. P.C. 2/84, 94.
3. P.O. 2/76, 353.
Rooms belonging to the Council Office, appointed for pre­
serving the Books Papers and Records, are wholly unfurnisht 
whereby the Records of the Privy Council remain in great 
confusion." Their memorial was referred to the Treasury 
Commissioners "who are to give the necessary directions for 
the enabling Sir Christopher Wren ... with all convenient 
speed to defray such charges as vdLl be requisite for the fit­
ting up and furnishing the said Office Rooms with such con- 
veniencys as may be proper for the use of the said Papers 
Books and Records, and the keeping and Preserving them in 
good O r d e r . I t  may be no more than a coincidence that 
this Order should have appeared in September 1699, only
2
fO'ur months after Edward Southwell became a Clerk in Ordinary, 
but it might well have originated from his interest and en­
thusiasm for the affairs of the Council.
Further particulars about the external appearance of 
the Council at work can be gleaned from orders about ad­
mittance to the Council Chamber and from the occasional 
descriptions of persons appearing before the Council. The 
Household Ordinances of Charles II laid down "That into the 
Doore of the Privy Gallery which is near the Council Chamber 
none shall presume to follow us, but the Nobility and Privy 
Councillors" and certain Household officers. "The Gentle-
men that attend any of our Great Officers or any of the______
1. P.C. 2/77, 376.
2. Ibid., 332.
3. B.M. Stowe, MSS. 562. 11 (para. 3)«
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Nobility or Persons of Quality may come into the Gallery 
in the Roome where the Table is next the Council Chamber and 
no further, and there to attend and stay. And also all 
Persons of good fashion and credit may attend in that Roome 
upon Council Days or to speak with any of our Great Officersi:" 
It was also decreed "That our Privy Gallery be not made a 
common Passage to the Park by all Persons who are not quali­
fied to come there ... Our Pleasure is that such persons do 
passe by the Stairs at the Council Chamber but yet not
Inferior mean unknovme People at any time, for ahy Persons
2
whatsoever when Wee are in Council." And, "So for our 
Council Table (which being our Representative body ought to 
be a Rule and Presedent of Good Order both to our Court and 
Kingdom) Wee straightly command those Articles to be observed 
in all parts vAich wee have already signed and caused to be • 
entered in the Councill Book.According to the Council 
Rules, "When any of the Lords are assembled in the Council
Chamber, all suiters attendants and others are to avoid the
chamber, and it is to"be kept private, both for dignity and 
that the Lords may for privacy conferr together and prepare
Zl
business before they sitt, as occasion shall be." King 
James ordered in October 1686, when his new^  Council Chamber 
came into use, that "for Preservation of the Dignity of the
1. B.M. Stowe MSS. 562, 11 (pprs, 2).
2. Ibid., (para.7)#
5. Ibid., 15.
4. B.M. Add. MSS. 58861, 5. (No.5).
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Council Chamber and that the Lords may with privacy conferre 
together ... That no Person whatsoever, not being of.the 
Council, do presume to come into the Council Chamber, unlesse 
called in" or "come into the Council Chamber at the Doore 
that leads out of the said Council Chamber to the Privy Gall­
ery. And of this His Majesty’s pleasure the Keepers of the 
Council Chamber are to take notice and are hereby strictly 
enjoyned, in their respective times of waiting, to see the 
same duely observed.
Somewhat at variance with these strictly exclusive 
instructions was the scene that the Duke of Ormonde described 
when the Lord Mayor, Sheriffs and Alderman of London surren­
dered the City Charter on 18 June 1683: they "presented His 
Majesty, as he sat at Council, with a very dutiful and sub­
missive petition ... They all kneeled when and after the 
Lord Mayor presented their petition, and would have continued 
in that posture if the king had not commanded them to rise. 
The doors of the Privy Chamber, where a full Council was held
were set open, and soon the room was filled, amongst the rest
2
by foreign ministers and strangers." Ailesbury says of his 
appearance before the Council in 1690 that v;hen he "arrived 
in the Clerk’s room by the Council Chamber, my good Lord
Chamberlain came out to me to express the trouble he was in
%
that he could not be one of my bail. Nine years earlier,
1. P.C. 2/71, 327.
2. H.M.C.36. Ormonde n.s. 7. 4-9. Ormonde to Arran,
19 June 1683.
3. Ailesbury,T. Memoirs (1890, Eoxburghe Club) 263*
when Shaftesbury was arrested and brought before the Council,
John Ellis reported that Oates had come to see him, bringing
a couple of chickens and a bottle of madefia, "upon which
his lordship dined in the lobby of the Council Chamber, and
Mr Oates said g r a c e . I f  it is true, this must be one of
the oddest incidents to take place in the Council Chamber’s 
2
anteroom.
As the Clerks of the Council are to be the subject of 
the next Chapter, a little space here may be devoted to the 
junior staff of the Council Office. Some of their names have 
been mentioned already. There were two Keepers of the Coun­
cil Chamber. In 1679 they were Benjamin Colinge and Nathaniel 
Cocks; Cocks died in 1698 and was succeeded by Richard Colingl, 
who in his turn was succeeded by Richard Gregson in 1708,^ 
and Edward Salter in 1713; on the death of Benjamin Colinge
Ç-
John Cocks was admitted in his place in 1700, and he was
7
succeeded by Robert Harmsworth in 1711. The confusion of 
names is intense, as John Cocks was probably the same person
1. H.M.C. 36. Ormonde n.s. 6. 91*
g. Another story told about Shaftesbury’s arrest was that 
"when the Sargeant at Arms went to apprehend him and 
desired him to este something before he appeared before 
the King in Council he replyed he had rto stomack to 
eat unlesse he could get a roasted Irishman."
B.L. Carte MSS. 39, 382.
3. P.C. 2/77, 213 & 302.
4. P.C. 2/82, 39.
3. P.C. 2/84, 98.
6. P.C. 2/78, 103.
7. P.O. 2/83, 240.
4HO
who was the Servant of the Council Chamber in 1679 and who
seems to have retained that office after being made a Keeper
in 1700, and who was succeeded in 1711 by Robert Gregson.^
In addition there was a Clerk of the Council also called
Richard Colinge. Richard Colinge, Keeper of the Council
Chamber; was, however, a different person, and the son of
2
Benjamin Colinge, Keeper of the Council Chamber. In a 
petition of 1684, John Cocks, described as "Under Keeper of 
the Council Chamber" which most probably means "Servant 
of the Council Chamber" in this context, asked for a reversion 
of the office of Keeper of the Council Chamber, as his grand­
father and father had served in it, and his eldest brother 
was then serving in itr this establishes John Cocks as the 
Younger brother of Nathaniel Cocks. In 1684 he succeeded in 
obtaining a caveat "that no warrant for the said place be 
offered for his Majesty’s signature till the said John Cocks 
be first provided for."^ He then apparently secured the 
place of Keeper in 1700. It is not absolutely clear whether 
he retained the place of Servant of the Council Chamber also, 
but as there is no note in the Register of a different John 
Cocks being sworn in to that office the supposition must be 
that he did.
1. P.C. 2/83, 409.
2. Cal. S.P. Dom. 1698, 358. Warrant for the grant of the
office to Richard Colinge, son of Benjamin Colinge, esq
3. Cal. S.P. Dom. 1683-1684, 359.
4. Ibid., 360.
4^1
The Council Chamber Keepers and Servants were usually
referred to in the Register as "Gent." On one occasion,
however, John Cocks’ behaviour wa.s not gentlemanly; for a
complaint was made to the Council Committee for Appeals by
"Mr. Weston, Solicitor of severall causes depending before
this Board, of the Rude behaviour as well as reflecting words
spoken against him this day at the door by John Cocks one
of the Keepers of the Council Chamber, as the said Weston
was attending this Committee. The said Cocks being called
in and heard, whereupon their Lordships are pleased to order
that the said John Cocks be and he is hereby suspended from
the further execution of his office untill their Lordships
have acquainted Her Majesty therewith and received Her
Majesty’s pleasure t h e r e u p o n . A  week later Mr. Cocks was
called in to the same Committee to make his apology, upon
hearing which the Lords agreed to move the Queen to take off
2his suspension, which was done in Council the next day.
John Cocks was evidently a quarrelsome individual, because 
shortly after his admission as a Keeper he had disagreed with 
Richard Colinge about the division of fees, and Colinge had 
petitioned the Council, though with no effect.
1. P.C. 2/82, 312.
2. Ibid., 315 & 525.
3. P.O. 2/78, 193 & 2/79, 205.
Suspension for any length of time would have been a 
serious penalty for a Council Chamber Keeper or Servant, be­
cause his income was largely dependent on attendance money. 
There is a little confusion about these officers’ salaries. 
Chamberlayne said in 1671 that the Keepers of the Council
Chamber had £45 per annum each,^ and from 1692 onwards that
2it was £50 per annum. A list of offices among the State
Papers, (circa.1692) says, "Keepers of the Council Chamber,
%
each 2/6 per diem, 91.5.0." What they got on Warrants from 
the Council was £10 a year each, nominally at least for 
providing herbs for the Council Chamber, and daily payments 
for attendance at other places than WhitehallThey had 
petitioned to have such "riding charges" allowed them in
5
1685, but none seem to have been paid until 1690 when they
got £54 for 54 days attendance at 10/- each per diem,^ after
which these payments were made regularly every year. MeanwhLLe
in 1684 they had asked for and apparently been granted "such
fees of honour as the quarter waiters or grooms of the Privy
7Chamber enjoy," and they were already getting "2/- a day 
for their attendance and furnishing fire and candle" at
1. Chamberlayne, E. Angliae Notitia (1671) 22.
2. Ibid. (1692) 144, el^
5. S.P. 8/15, 6.
4. Above, p. 4-S4 .
5 . Cal. S.P.Dom. I685, 145.
6. P.C. 2/75, 507.
7. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1685-1684, 274-1275 & 552.
meetings of the Committee of Trade and plantations.^ The 
Servant of the Council Chamber also had only a comparatively 
small salary, which was 40 marks or £26.13.4d. per annum, 
but from 1690 he too was paid for attending the Councils and
p
Committees that were held away from Whitehall. The tendency 
to accumulate offices vAich is notable in the Clerks of the 
Council, seems also to have been present among the junior 
staff of the Council Office. When Benjamin Colinge died, 
Luttrell enumerated the "several employments" he had had as - 
Usher to the House of Lords, Chief Cryer to the Court of 
King’s Bench, Chamber Keeper of the Privy Council, and "a 
place at the customs house.
Council procedure and Council Office routine are of 
greater importance than such details as these, but less 
easily established. The first has already been mentioned,^ 
but something might be added here about the method of summon­
ing the Council to meet. When summonses were issued, it was 
the Clerks of the Council who w^ ere responsible for them, under 
the direction of the Lord President or the Secretary of State. 
This is made perfectly clear by a Precedent Book, 1706-1780, 
in the Public Record Office which included the following 
letter from Sunderland to Blathwayt: "Whitehall 29th October
1708. Sr. I desire you will summon the Privy Council to
1. C.T.B. VI, 1679-1680, 1$9-140.
2. P.O. 2/7), 4)2, etc.
). Luttrell, N. Brief Relation (18)7) IV, 714.
4. See Chapter 1, above, p.’z5*
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meet Tomorrow at 11 o’clock in the Forenoon in the Council 
Chamber at the Cockpit, and that you attend there with 
what Precedents you can get in relation to the manner of the 
Interrment of His Royal Highness, and for your Assistance 
herein Directions are given for the Heralds to meet you at 
your office with the rest of the Clerks of the Council at 
6 o’clock this e v e n i n g . T h e r e  is also a letter from 
Dartmouth to the Lord President dated 5 August 171), saying; 
"Her Majesty has commanded me to acquaint your Grace that 
she thinks fit a General Council should meet at Hampton 
Court on Saturday next at 12 of the Clock in the Forenoon,
and desires your Grace would order a Summons to be issues
2
out for that purpose." The Rules of 1628 had laid down 
that "the Lords are summoned to attend the Council or 
Committee by Order from the Lord President, or one of the 
Principal Secretaries of State.
Various letters in the State Papers show what happened 
in practice. For instance, on 9 September 1679, Sunderland 
wrote to Sir Robert Southwell, from Windsor, "The King, having 
been made acquainted that Mr. Smith, who was summoned to 
attend His Majesty and Council, is come to London, bids me 
to direct you to acquaint the Lord Chancellor and the other
1. S.P. 4)/8, 72.
2. Ibid., 89.
). B.M. Add. MSS. )8861, ) (Ho.l.)
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Lords of the/Council about Town with it, that they may meet, 
if there be occasion.• With both the Lord President and 
the Secretaries of State able to summon Councils and Commit­
tees some inconvenience might arise, as a letter from Jenkins 
demonstrates. He wrote at 10 p.m. on 29 May 1680 when he 
returned to Whitehall from attending the King at Windsor, 
"Having come hither I find the Lord President has appointed 
10 a.m. on Monday, not only for the Committee of Tangier to 
meet, where my attendance would not have been very necessary, 
but also for the Clerks of the Council to bring in what they 
were last Council Day directed to draw up about the Duke
of Monmouth," so he could not set out for Windsor again
2
until that business had been dealt with. If the Secretary 
of State was in closer touch with the sovereign’s wishes than 
the Lord President, he might write to tell him what should 
be done about a meeting, as Vernon did on 1) April 1701 when 
he said, "The King is going to Hampton Court and supposes 
there is little business depending in Council, and therefore 
does not think it necessary that they should be summoned to 
meet on Thursday next."''^  It was generally the Secretary too 
who summoned outside experts to attend Council meetings, 
as tv\^o examples as widely separate as Nottingham’s letter 
to the Attorney General in 1689,^ and Vernon’s letters to
1. Cal. S.P.Dorn. 1679-1680, 2)9.
2. Ibid., 496-7.
). Ibid., 1700-1702, 298.
4. Cal. S.P.Dorn. 1689-1690, 2)2.
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Chief Justice Holt, and the Attorney and Solicitor Generals 
in 1702 show.^ The Lords Justices of William's reign had 
delegated to them the King's power to "summon and hold our
P
Privy Council." They decided therefore that they should 
not receive summonses to meetings which they themselves had 
called, or to Council Committees, and the Clerk of the Coun­
cil in waiting was sent for and instructed accordingly.^
The minutes of their meetings often record decisions to
4
summon the Council; in 1697 they resolved at their first 
meeting "that the Council will be held on Thursdays in the 
afternoon," but they continued to summon meetings on other 
days as well.^
An incident recorded by Pepys may be mentioned, 
although it happened before 1679, because, as well as bearing 
on the summoning of the Council, it illuminates the relation­
ship of a department, a Committee, and the Council, and the 
position of a Clerk of the Council. On 6 April 1668 Pepys 
wanted an Order "about the business of the certificates."
He drafted it himself, saw it through the Treasury Commission, 
"and then went up to the Council-Chamber, where the Duke of 
York and ... the rest of the Committee of the Navy were
1. Ibid., 1702-170), ).
2. e.g. their Commission for 1699- Cal.8.P.Dom.1699-1700,
3. Oal. 3.P.Dom. 1694-1695, 475, 483. 209-
4. e.g. Ibid., 1696, )6).
). Ibid., 1697, 112.
6. e.g. Ibid.,420.
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sitting ... and they would have passed it presently, but 
Sir John Nicholas desired they would first have it approved 
by a full Council; and therefore a Council Extraordinary was 
readily summoned against the afternoon.
Having sent out the summonses for a Council meeting, 
the Clerk in waiting had to attend it, take minutes of the 
business transacted, and enter up the Register. The Minutes 
taken by Clerks of the Council actually in the Council Cham­
ber are available for various dates, some as early as the
2
sixteenth century. For the reigns of Charles II to Anne 
there are sets of Minutes for fifteen months among the 
Council’s own papers. Other sets of Minutes exist among 
the surviving papers of Clerks of the Council,^ though for
5
this period there are disappointingly few. The Minutes are 
roughly written. Sometimes the heading, "At the Court of 
Whitehall" for instance, and the date, are written neatly,
1. Pepys,S. Diary, 6 April 1668.
2. Adair, E.Rl ^ ‘he Rough Copies of the Privy Council 
Registers". E.H.R. XKXVIII (192)), 410.
). P.O.4. Minutes of the Clerks of the Council Miscella­
neous. (^4/1 Minutes of Divers Clerks 1670-1749)
Pugh, R.B. "Privy Council Minutes newdy transferred to 
the Public Record Office," B-I.H.R. XXII ,(1949) 11-21.
4. Adair,E.R. The Sources for the History of the Council
in the 16th and l7th centuries (1924 Helps for Students
of History, H0.5T) 11-12 cites ;-
B.M. Stowe MSS 489 (1661-70)
" Egerton " 2)5) (1661)
" Additional " )7820 (1661-7)
5 . There are some in the Southwell Papery, but they lack
the headings and lists of those present given in the
P.R.O. Minutes.
B.M.Add.I'ASS. ))107, 1),14,1),20,21,)0,)),)7,)9,41.
as if before a meeting began. A list of those present is 
given; sometimes it is amended, and it appears in its final 
form in the Register.^ There follow notes of business, and 
these usually have marks beside them, (dashes, ticks, pluses 
and minuses), as though someone had gone through the Minutes 
marking off items as they were disposed of - by being entered 
in the Register or otherwise. The importance of the Minutes 
is that they are a primary record showing what business was 
actually done at Council meetings. The Register is an edited 
version of the Minutes, including only such items of business 
as led to definite action being taken, and not necessarily 
including the reference of something to another authority,
or the appearance of a petition or report. For example,
2
on 6 April 1693, the Register has 16 items of business for
5
the 26 in the Minutes : 1) of the entries in the Register
correspond to items in tne Minutes (and all but one of these 
items in the Minutes have ticks against them), and the other 
is one of the usual requests to the Treasury for the payment 
of an allowance to the Underclerks. The eleven items in 
tne Minutes but not in the Register are all Petitions and
1. There are no differences in the lists of attendance as
■ between the Minutes in the P.R.O. and the Register
except that for 7 December 1693 the King’s presence, 
and for 6 December 1694 that of the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, are not noted in the Minutes.
2. P.C. 2/73, 127.
3. P.O. 4/1.
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Reports: three of the petitions were left to be dealt with 
later, two were referred to other authorities, and one was 
recorded ambiguously as - "Pn. from Hastings and Rye to 
prevent an Invasion etc."; one petition and report combined 
was ordered "to be laid before Her Majesty at the Cabinet 
Council," and of the other four reports one was marked "to 
be laid before the Queen," one "dismissed from hence," one 
"nothing," and the parties involved in the last were "to 
attend next Council Day to acquaint the Board why they did 
not pursue the business."^ For the remaining meetings of 
this year the numbers of items of business recorded by the 
Minutes and the Register respectively are
21 - 13 19 - 14 20 - 17
16 - 13 10- - 7 11 - 10
21 - 21 13 - 13 23 - 21
2 - 1  1 7 - 1 4  21 - 18
The Minutes never contain fewer items than the Register,
and usually contain several more; though the tendency is,as
Mr. Pugh has noticed, for the Minutes and Register to become
2more nearly identical as time goes on.
Even when they add nothing new, the Minutes can be 
more explanatory than the Register;, as for instance on
1. P.C. 4/1, and see Pugh, op. cit., 14.
2. Pugh, op. cit., 13.
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31 August 1693, when both record I3 items of business, the 
Minutes have for one of them - "Pn. of the Merchts. trading 
to and from Barbados. Care is taken therein already as the 
Ld Falkland averrs to her Majestie; the Petn. to be sent to 
the Admty to make order therein if it be not don already"^- 
whereas the Register simply says that a Petition (which it 
appears from the margin was for a convoy) was read and 
referred to the Admiralty "to give such orders thereupon 
forthwith as shall be requisite." Similarly, where the 
Register for 7 December 1693 simply records that Slaney’s 
Petition about copper farthings is referred to the Treasury
~A
for a report,^ the Minutes add that the Report is to be 
given the next Thursday - "wch Report is to be finall. And
Zl
no more Pns. to be received here concerning the Matter."
The Minutes for April 1693 can be compared wdth yet another
record, Edward Southwell’s "Questiones in Oonsilio Agitata," 
which is a collection of some few debates in Council. Thus, 
for 27 April 1693 where the Register simply records that the 
prorogation of Parliament is to be extended from 2 May to 
19 September, and the Minutes say the same thing in slightly 
more informal words : "The Queenes pleasure is, that the Parlt. 
be prorogued to the 19th of September. The Ld Keeper is to 
give ordr in preparing a Comission accordingly" - Southwell
1. P.C. 4/1.
2. P.C. 2/73, 203.
3. Ibid., 293.
4. P.C. 4/1.
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gives the full details (which are most interesting) of the
1
arguments used for and against the proposal. Thus, 
neither the Register nor the Minutes provide an absolutely 
complete version of happenings in Council, but the Minutes 
do add something to the Register. They show that the 
Council was busier than the Register indicates, and several 
entries tend to show that the Council at work was not bound 
merely to formal business and the routine approval of actions
p
decided upon elsewhere, and dictated to it.
The existence of the Minutes, and the discrepancies 
that appear when they are compared with the Register, raises 
the v/hole question of the reliability of the Register. The 
Privy Council Register has been used as evidence of particu­
lar events and to indicate trends of administrative action. 
Obviously a judgment needs to be made as to its reliability. 
There is no reason to suppose that the writers were inten­
tionally inaccurate, but allowances have to be made for the 
occasions when the Clerks were excluded from the Council, 
and for such omissions as the Minutes show. The recording 
of all the phases of a debate is not to be expected in a 
formal record like the Register, and though it is helpful 
to have some such record as .Southwell’s for a few debates, 
the main interest of the administrative historian must be
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 34330, 4.
2. Pugh, op.cit., 16.
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in what was done in the Council rather than in what was 
said there. By 1679 the practice of keeping the Register 
was well established.^ The method was tlaat the Clerk 
attending the Council made notes of its proceedings in the 
form of Minutes, as just described, and drafted letters 
and orders. Turner, in his chapter on "The Council after 
1679" states that "As before the record of business in the 
Council was taken by the Clerk of the Council attendant, or
p
sometimes by a member if the Clerk were excluded." This 
does not seem very probable, for there would be no object 
in excluding the Clerk if a record was to be kept.^ As to 
the drafting of orders, the Rule of 1628 had been that "Vvhen 
any order is agreed upon, the Clerk of the Councill attending 
shall take notice thereof in writing and punctually read 
openly, how he has conceived the sense of the Board, that 
if any thing be mistaken it may then be reformed, and after­
wards when the said Clarke shall have drawn the said Order 
at large, in any cause of importance before he enter the 
same into the Councill Book or deliver it to any person whom 
it may concern, hee is to shew the Draught to the Lord 
President or in his absence to one of the Secretaries of 
State to be allowed and signed under one of their hands
1. Adair, E.R. "The Rough Copies of the Privy Council
Registers" E.E.R. XXXVTII (1923) 422.
2. Turner, Privy Council, II, 39.
3. The two examples he cites as proof of this practice
are for May 1729 and June 1748.
before Entry or delivery thereof." Southwell, in the 1690’s,
did not classify this as an obsolete order,^ so it may be
presumed that it continued in force as a rule, even if it
was not always scrupulously followed in practice.
The Register would have been wTitten up from the
Clerks’ Minutes, incorporating the text of orders and letters
Proclamations were also copied into the Register after having
been read in Council, and on occasion Treaties were too.
Rules had been made during the first half of the seventeenth
century about the Clerks keeping their entries in the Regis-
2
ter up to date and indexing them. Among his fairly frequent 
complaints about the amount of work his Clerkship involved. 
Sir John Nicholas wrote in one letter to his father that,
"Jo Gauntlett went downe yesterday towards Sarum; having not 
sooner dispatcht his entrys in the Councill Booke. We shall 
have more time for the future Sr Robert Southwell is on his 
way homewards. Francis Gwyn wrote ruefully to Conway 
that, "The Lord Chamberlain and Lord Bath are still very warm 
in their Contest and I shall have a report to draw on it as
j±
long as a Chancery Bill." The handwriting in the Register,
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 4. (No.11).
2. Adair, A.R. "The Privy Councill Registers" .ai.K.R. XXX, 
(1915), 702.
3. 29 December 1668. B.M.Bgerton MSS. 2539, 307 v.
4. 12 May 1683. Cal. S.P.Dom. January-July 1683, 245»
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whether of the Clerks of the Underclerks,^  alternates fairly 
regularly according to the system by which the Clerks vmited, 
for a month at a time every fourth month - three times a 
year each. Sometimes one handwriting does carry on beyond 
a month, especially if the business transacted in it is 
meagre, and sometimes another hand appears, obviously to 
fill in the text of a document for which a space has been 
left. The writing is clean and there is almost no correction 
and rewœiting. The appearance and lucidity of the Register 
give an impression of reliability.
The question of reliability is important in the 
particular instance of the lists of attendance given for 
almost every meeting. If they can be taken as accurate a 
pattern of attendance can be worked out and conclusions 
about the status of the Council and its share in governmen­
tal activity at different times based on it. If the lists 
are seriously unreliable such calculations are meaningless. 
(It is not to be expected that the lists should record the 
changing membership of meetings, by stating that one person 
arrived late or another left early). Care has been taken to 
check these lists whenever possible, by comparison with the 
Minutes, and by comparing signatures on Council letters to
1. Adair, E.R. "The Rough Copies of the Privy Council 
Registers" E.H.R. XXXVIII, (1923) 418, says that 
the Clerks were beginning to leave the writing of the 
entries in the Register to their secretaries as early 
as 1333' Sir John Nicholas, in the letter quoted above, 
seems to be leaving his entries for John Gauntlett, 
Underclerk, to write into the Register.
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to the names of those said to be present at that particular 
meeting. From such evidence, and also from the fact that 
they are not stereotyped, it has been concluded that these 
lists are reasonably reliable. The same thing can be said, 
on balance, of the whole of the Register.
Apart from the keeping of the Register, the most onerous 
duty of the Clerks of the Council must have been handling 
the very large numbers of petitions that came to the Council. 
According to the Rules of the Council, "vVhen the Lords are 
satt, if it be a day of ordinary business, all Petitioners 
are first to be admitted in, every one to deliver his Petition 
at the upper end of the table kneeling (to the King if there) 
and having presented their Petns. they are without talking or 
troubling the Board to withdraw themselves, and not come in 
afterwards except they may be called f o r . B y  the second 
half of the century petitions may have been a little less 
frequent than when that rule was drawn up, but they... were 
still, quantitively, one of the chief motivators of govern­
ment action, and still occupied much of the Council’s time.
The Rules had gone on to lay down that "Upon the Pet. of 
suiters the Clerk of the Councill who then waits, shall sett 
a note when the Petns were exhibited, that the Lords may 
thereby see how the suiters stand in seniority, and according 
to that, and other necessity of occasion they may be
1. B.M. Add. M8S. $8861, 3 (No.4)
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dispatched. Wherein respect is to be had to the poorest
Petitioners that they be not wearied out with over long
1 Pattendances." Petitions, as Southwell notes, were seldom
read on the same day that they were presented, and "very few
are of that nature as to allow of a final determination at
the first reading (unless they are rejected) So that they
are generally referred to the Proper persons and officers,
in order to a full information of the fact by Report.
He gives a classified table of types of petitions and the
proper authorities for referring them to.^ ' The Unbound Papers
of the Privy Council, even in their present attenuated form,
include many petitions. They are usually folded into a
convenient shape, with their title and date written on the
outside, and often a brief'note of their contents, dates when
they v/ere read, and the final directions given about them
was added - Southwell had noted that "in ordinary Petns after
they are read, the way of minuting in generall is by the
words - granted - approved - nothing - rejected respited -
unless there be some particular directions thereupon.
Together with the petition may be found an order of reference,
a report by the authority to whom it was referred, and a
final order or copy of the order given on it; all the documents
1. roid., 4 (No.10).
2. "Mixt Notes" Ibid. 121.
5. B.M. Add. MSS. 34549, 19 "Rules and Observations."
4. Ibid.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861. 121. "Mixt Notes."
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being held together by the impress of the Council Seal in 
the top left hand corner. Southwell says that "the poorer 
sort" of Petitioners were spared the expense of obtaining
an Order of reference, and were given instead "a bear Refer-
■]
ence on the back of their Petition." The impression given 
by the surviving petitions in the Unbound Papers is of an 
efficient office system.
Orders of reference attached to petitions are the same 
in form as other orders in Council. An order in Council 
was virtually a minute of part of a Council meeting: it would 
have the heading "At the Court ..." and a list of those 
present, as in the Register, followed by the text of the or­
der, with the Clerk in waiting’s signature at the bottom, 
and the impression of the 'Council Seal at the top of the 
left-hand margin. It does not seem that in the usage of this 
period the distinction was strictly made between "Orders in 
Council" if the King was present and "Orders of Council" if
p
he was not. Nor was the list of those present always 
given; in its place some variation of the phrase "By the King 
and Council" might be used. This not uncommon form of Orders 
in Council must cast some doubt on the validity of the theory 
that, "the frequency of the issue of Orders in Council
1. Ibid.
2. Cf. Andrews, C.M. & Davenport, P.G. Guide ^ to the Manu­
script Materials for the History of the United State's"" 
to 1785" in the British "Museum, Minor London Archives 
and Oxford and Cambridge (19Ü8) Washington) 171*
instead of Proclamations which is characteristic of the
second half of the reign" of Charles II "is due to the fact
that the publication of the names of the Council making the
Order tends to throw a personal responsibility upon them.
It may be that, if Orders in Council were increasingly used
in place of Proclamations, the reason was simply that they
were more convenient instruments of government. It is true
that there were recurrent suggestions from members of the
House Commons that Privy Councillors should be made to take
responsibility for their advice to the sovereign by putting
it in writing and signing it, and this idea found its way
into the Act of Settlement in the abortive provision "That
... all Matters and Things relating to the well governing
of this Kingdom v/hich are 'properly cognizable in the Privy
Council ... shall be transacted there and all'Resolutions
taken thereupon shall be signed by such of the Privy Council
2
as shall advise and consent to the same." The emphasis, 
however, w^ as upon advice tendered to the sovereignm rather 
than upon the forms under which, such advice might appear 
in government actions.
The instruments that Privy Councillors did sign were 
the letters and warrants emanating from the Council. In the 
case of warrants, especially, there may have been pressure - 
though probably from above rather than from below - to______
1. Steele, R. Tudor and Stuart Proclamations (1910,Oxford) 
cvii.
2. 12 & 13 William III c. 2. III.
spread the responsibility for their issue and to involve 
as many Privy Councillors as possible; it is certainly 
noticeable that the more important warrants have many sig­
natures on them. A conspicuous example is the warrant for 
committing the Seven Bishops to the Tower, which was signed 
by 19 Privy Councillors (out of 21 at the meeting)Other 
examples are the warrants of 1690 for the arrest and commit­
tal of several eminent persons, including Clarendon, Ailes- 
bury and Pepys, which were signed by 21 Privy Councillors 
(out of a total of 22 present at that meeting), and those 
of 1692 for committing Marlborough and others, w^ hich were 
signed by 26 Privy Councillors (the Register fails to say 
how many were present at this meeting).
The drafting and vjriting of orders and warrants was a 
normal part of the work of the Clerks of the Council. Legal 
advice was available to the Council, if required, in the 
persons of the Attorney and Solicitor General, one or other 
of whom attended most meetings, but the forms of warrants 
were well enough known for their drafting to be mere office 
routine. Other persons than the Clerks of the Council might 
draft important orders - the Secretary of State, for instance, 
as when Jenkins wœote to Sunderland in May 1680, "... I was 
so concerned that the business should be done legally that 
I drew up the Order of Council myself and then consulted
1. P.C. 2/72, 682.
2. P.C. 2/73, 463 & 2/74, 387.
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Lord Ohief Justice North before I brought it to pass the 
Council."^ The more ordinary procedure can be glimpsed in 
the letter from Jenkins to the Earl of Derby in October 
of the same year saying, "The Council was already possessed 
of the affidavits you sent me touching the riot ... They 
have directed the Clerk of the Council in v/aiting to put 
their directions into an Order of Council, which you will
p
receive with the first convenience," or in another letter 
of Jenkins’ of October 1681, in which he said, "I produced 
your letter and information in it before the Council. The 
Clerk was directed to send you an Order of my uords on it.
The issuing of Orders was a source of revenue to the 
Council Office, the fees taken being used to augment the 
salaries of the Clerks in Ordinary and Underclerks. South- 
well ’8 Memoranda contains only a sketchy table of fees. It 
reads
"Pees at the Councill Office"
"Clerke of the C 10.0.0.
Under Clerke , 4.0.0.
Keeper of the Records 6.0.0#
Doorkeeper 3.0.0.
Underdoorkeeper 1.0.0.
26.0.0.
The fee of a Privy Councillor
Secretary of State
Clerk of the Councilll in Ordinary
Gov. of Plantations - half the fee
1. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1679-1680, 490.
2. Ibid. 1680-1681, 31.
3. Call O.I.Donr. 1680-1681, 491.
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Lords Lieutenants an order of Councills &
30/- to the doorkeepers
Entering an appearance 10/-
an appeal from Jersey 
also a summons 
a copy
Order £2.12.6d."^
The price of an Order is confirmed by an entry in Vernon’s
accounts, which reads,
"Por an Order of Council to take off the Embargo 
of the Baltic Merchant 2.12.6. p
Duplicate of the said order 1. 0.0."
The great number of passes issued to ships to sail during 
Embargos and quarantines must have made them a very profit­
able time for the Council Office. Then too there were the 
fees charged when Privy Councillors and great officers of 
state took their oaths at the Council Board. The charge of
L26 is confirmed by several examples; Vernon’s accounts show:
"Paid to Mr Cocks of the Council Chamber for
Mr. Vernon’s being Secretary of State and
Privy Councillor _ %
as per Recept . 32.0.0."
The charge was a standard one for a long time, for Lord
Sandwich had paid £26 for his admission as a Privy Councillor
h 
5
in 1660,^ and Lord Cowper was to pay £26 for each oat when
he became a Privy Councillor and Lord Keeper in 1703.
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 114.
2. BM. Add. MSS. 40786, 34.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 40783, 2.
4. Pepys,'S. Diary, 21 June 1660.
3. Hawtrey, E.C. The Private Diary of William 1st Earl 
Cowper (1833, Eton) 3*
511.
Southv/ell's table explains how the fee was divided among the 
Council Office staff, and adds that a Governor of the Planta­
tions paid £13 when he took his oath before the Privy Council, 
and a Lord Lieutenant £3*2.6d. Then there were the smaller 
fees that Southwell mentions, and also such extras as the 
£2.3.Od. the Doorkeeper might get as a Christmas box from 
a single Privy Councillor,^ and anything the Clerks could
pick up from people wanting help with their petitions to
2
the Council or copies of papers.
vi/hether or not Orders in Council increased at the 
expense of Proclamations during the reign of Charles II, it 
is certain that the number of circular letters sent out by 
the Council did increase during this period; the contrast 
between the reigns of Charles II and James II on the one hand 
and vYilliam III and Anne on the other is striking. Letters
were signed by a number of Privy Councillors and occasionally 
by the Clerk of the Council in waiting as well. Southwell 
notes that, "In signing letters and uVarrants there must be 
six hands, and the Lord Keeper signs before the Lord Pi*esi- 
d e n t . T h e  King did not sign Council letters. As to their
1. List of the 2nd. Duke of Ormonde’s Christmas Gratuities
H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s. 8, 270.
2. See Chapter.9.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 121, "Mixt Notes."
The Lord President put "P" after his name, which caused
' the editor of the Calendar of S.P.Dom. to identify
"Leeds P." as "Sir P. Leeds" (26 May 1694).
Browning, A. Thomas Osborne Earl of Danby and Duke of
Leeds (1951, Glasgow) W, 217. "
drafting, much the same procedure would have applied as 
governed the production of orders. There is a story that, 
immediately after the death of Queen Anne, when the Lords 
Justices wished to write an official letter announcing the 
news to Prince George in Hanover, Addison, Secretary to the 
Justices, "was so overwhelmed with the greatness of the event, 
and so distracted by choice of expressions," that he could 
not produce a draft quickly enough, so Edward Southwell was 
called upon to do the job, and he afterwards "valued himself 
upon having done what was too hard for A d d i s o n . T h e  story 
may be apocryphal, but it illustrates the point that the 
Clerks of the Council were accomplished men of business and 
that in the Council Office they had plenty of practice in 
drafting official letters.'
The responsibility for drafting Proclamations did not 
rest with the Council Office, but with the law officers. In 
a Secretary of State’s Precedent Book for the reigns of 
Charles II to George II there is a section on Proclamations 
wrhich reads, "Proclamations are usually drawn by the Attorney 
Generall and assented to by the Council and brought (?) down 
to a Secretary of State to be engrost in velum and soe signed 
by the King (without any Alteration of the Secretary) then 
being dated they are sent (sealed in a Paper) to the King’s 
Printing House by a Messenger who of course receives for
1. Thorpe, T. Catalogue (1854) 25*
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that service 2s.6d. to the Printer, Then are printed off 
such a number as is judged convenient, and of them some Copys 
furnished on the King’s account to the Secrys to the Councill 
etc. and 1250 are carryd to the Clerk of the Crown to be 
distributed under the Great Seal ... The Printer has by 
old Rule and Custom Id. per sheet for what he prints at the 
King’s Charge wch comes to 15 11. for a Proclamation and... 
is paid in the Hanaper. His Bills for Qucintitys furnisht to 
the Secrys Office are attested by the Secrys respectively 
and those to the Councill Office by the Clerks there.
This makes the v^ hole procedure clear, and shows that the 
Council Office played no part in the production of Proclama­
tions.
Letters from the Secretaries of State to the Attorney 
General asking him to prepare a draft of a Proclamation to 
be passed at Council occur pretty frequently in the State 
Papers. For instance, Vernon wrote to the Attorney General 
on 21 October 1699, "His Majesty has appointed the council 
to meet on Monday at Kensington, and would have the draft 
of a Proclamation brought thither for giving notice when the 
Parliament are to meet ... It would gain time if you would 
let me have the draft on Monday morning, that I may bring 
the proclamation engrossed, and get it signed the same night?"
1. S.P. 44/72, 219.
2. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1699-1700, 268.
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Again, on 7 February 1700, he wrote, "The king would have
the draft of a Proclamation brought to Council on Thursday
in the usual form, for requiring all Romish priests who are
His Majesty’s subjects forthwith to depart the Kingdom.
And on 24 February 1701 he said, "The King commands me to
send you the enclosed extract of an address from the House
of Lords and to acquaint you that you should prepare the
draft of a proclamation to be laid before His Majesty at
the Council on Thursday next, and that a reward be inserted
with a blank for the sum, for encouraging the discovery of
2
concealed arms." Hedges wrote to the Attorney General on 
1 Nov. 1702 telling him to prepare a Proclamation for a 
General Thanksgiving and to attend the Council with it at 
6 p.m. the next d a y a n d  :on 17 February 1704, told him to 
prepare a proclamation in accordance with the House of 
Commons’ Address against the ’Observator’ and lay it before 
Her Majesty in Council that night.^
The only thing the Council Office had to do with getting 
out a Proclamation was to issue the formal order to the 
Attorney General to draft one. Sunderland v;rote to Sir 
Thomas Dolman, "I have acquainted the King with the resolu­
tions of the Committee of Examinations, concerning a Proclama­
tion requiring the ruffians mentioned in Mr Jenkinson’s
1. roid., 572.
2. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1700-1702, 252-253.
5. Ibid., 1701-1702, 285.
4. Ibid., 1705-1704, 353.
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information ... vfhich he consents to, and therefore you 
will do well to make an order to Mr. Attorney for drawing 
up such a proclamation forthwith."^ At the same time he 
wrote to the Attorney General about the proclamation, and 
said that Sir Thomas Dolman would "acquaint him with the
p
sense of the Gommittee of Examinations." This is a slightly 
exceptional case. It was quite normal for the Council to 
give the order for the Attorney General to draft a Proclama­
tion at one meeting, and to receive the draft at another 
meeting shortly afterwards. The Council Office presumably 
got out the Attorney’s order in between the two meetings.
Among Edward Southwell’s notes was one saying, "Proclam­
ation when tis thought necessary to issue one, an Order of 
Councill is prepared, directing Mr Att. to prepare such and 
such a Proclamation, and to present the same to the Board 
for His Majestys approbation which being approved an Order 
is sent to one of the Secretarys with the Proclamation
annexed, to be printed and published. The Secretary then.
%
getts the K. hand thereto." The occasion of Southwell’s 
note was an address from Parliament to the King, on 26 
February 1689, to issue a Proclamation for the apprehension
Ll
of one Brent.
1. roid., 1679-1680, 231.
2. roid., 233.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 33.
4. roid., and cf. P.O. 2/73, 23.
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Another of Edward Southwell’s notes concerns the law
officers. It says, "the Attorney and Solliciter Generl. are
now summoned of course; and are present in Councill, whereas
formerly they attended in the lobby, and were called in as
there was occasion for their assistance.The time South-
well calls "formerly" was probably the early seventeenth 
2
century. Certainly throughout this period reference to the 
law officers - for their opinions occasionally, but more 
often ordering them to draw up a Proclamation, or undertake 
a prosecution or investigation - were so frequent that they 
may almost be ranked with the Clerks as permanent servants 
of the Council. They attended upon the Board of Trade too, 
until 1718, when a special law officer had to be attached 
to it, because the volume of legal work had outgrown the 
amount of time that the Attorney and Solicitor General 
could spare.
Ll
Mention has been made in passing to the Council Seal.
It was referred to, in the singular, as being kept in the 
Council Office, but it is probable that there were at this
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 58861, 121.
2. Holdsworth, V/.S. A History of English Law (1936) VI,
465, says of the Attorney and Solicitor General that 
"by the end of the sixteenth and the beginning of the 
seventeenth century, these officers had attained their 
modern importance in the state and in the lawu"
5. Clarke, M.P. "The Board of Trade at Work" A.H.E. 17. 
(1911) 25.
4. The subject is thoroughly dealt with in: Labaree, L.W.
Sc Moody, E.E. "The Seal of the Privy Council"
E.H.P., XEIII, (1928) 190.
5. P.C. 2/84, 542.
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time four Council Seals, one for each of the Clerks in 
Ordinary.^ It was affixed, or rather impressed, upon all
p
documents emanating from the Council Office, except letters. 
In a private letter, dated 29 May 1689, Gwyn urged Conway 
to re-marry, saying as a joke, ”I am commanded by the Lord 
Chancellor to send you an Order of Council, enjoining you to 
marry a wife that is young and healthy without consideration 
of fortune within these two months, or appear at the Board 
and give reasons to the contrary. If I thought it would 
take effect, I would put the Council Seal to it, and run the 
risk of a breach of privilege on your lordship.'*^ In 1707, 
the Committee of Council considering the armorial changes 
made necessary by the Union with Scotland recommended '*that 
on the Council Seals be Represented the Thistle inocculated 
upon the stalk of the Rose with the Lyon and the Unicorne
4
for Supporters, with the usual inscription.’’ The new
5
Council Seal was taken into use on 20 May 1707.
This chapter has several times suggested that the 
Council Office was efficient. Perhaps the best testimonial 
to the regularity of its organization is Edward Southwell’s 
’’Kalendar having what things generally come before the
1. Labaree & Moody, op.cit., 198.
2. roid., 200.
$. Gal. S.P.Dorn. 1679-1680, 4-96.
4-. P.O. 2/81, $4-2.
5. Ibid., 369.
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Council Board in their respective m o n t h s . T h i s  is only 
a brief document, but it suggests that recurrent Council 
business was firmly organized, and backed by an effective 
Office staff. An example of an entry in it is that for 
August, which reads, "it is now time to talk of setling the 
Trade for the next year, because the best time of sailing 
is about the 20 Octb. and to go to the Custom house. Admir­
alty, and severall Committees does necessarily take up 
2that time.” In September, he says, ”They generally meet 
to settle the next years Trade. The King or Queen declares 
what nuAber of Men the Victuallers shall provide for, for 
the next year. The season of killing being betvjeen Mich’s 
and X’tmays. Also dispatching Plantation business against 
the ships go.
On the other hand, mention must be made of two incidents 
concerning Sir Robert Southwell that show that the Office 
system was not perfect. In 1669 Sir Robert had accidentally 
removed some papers; he made a deposition stating that on 
leaving the Council ’’taking some papers out of the pocket 
of his coat, found among them, to his great surprise, the 
Draught of the Order which concerned Lord Anglesey etc. and 
that neither directly nor indirectly ... was there made any 
use of the said paper;” making the statement upon oath in
B.M. Add. MSS. 34)49. 
R. Ibid., 12.
3. Ibid., 14.
1.
2 .
the Council cost Sir Robert £1.5.0d., but the King declared 
himself satisfied of his innocence in the matter.^ In a 
letter to Petty on 7 March 1687, about the Irish Settlement, 
Sir Robert refers to a meeting at Lord Anglesey’s house on 
6 July 1665, at which he says an agreement was reached,
”I cannot say I saw the Paper, but I remember it was reported 
in Councill that all was agreed. And when in 1672 the 
Commission of Enquiry was on foot and Sir Henage Pinch acted 
his part as Champion for the Settlement, He soe vigorously 
insisted on this Agreement that I remember the good King 
sayd in Councill, ’’Nay I doe well remember there was some 
kind of agreement in this matter.” It seems this Paper 
is now lost or buryed with these proceedings - which I once 
received from Sir James Shaen all in a Deal Box; for want 
of other Roome, they were placed under the great Table in 
the Councill Chamber and I believe remayned there till the 
Chamber was lately altered. And who knows but it may still 
be found in the same box - if it be not a crime to looke
p
for it.” Sir Robert Southwell was a perfectly competent 
official., indeed he was able to give the Earl of Nottingham 
full and practical instructions about the management of his 
office v;hen he became Secretary of State for the Northern 
Department in 1696.^ The tv/o incidents mentioned must
1. Thorpe, T. Catalogue (1854) 22.
2. Lansdowne, Marquis of. The Petty-Southwell Correspon- 
dencie, ]LE)?'6r-]LE)ES/' (:LÇ)2)Ei) ISETZT:
5. Ë.M. MSS. 58Ü61, 46.
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therefore be taken as reflecting some discredit upon the 
organisation of the Council Office.
In this connection, it may be added that the Register 
itself is not an entirely satisfactory record for a govern­
ment office to have kept. The agglomeration of minutes, 
letters, orders, warrants and proclamations is unwieldy, and 
the intermixture of some Committee records among those of 
the Council is confusing. The limitations of the Register 
were evidently recognised by the efficient James II, who 
ordered on 5 Pebruary 1688 ’’that two Paper Books be forthwrith 
provided to be kept And that in one of them all Acts, Orders 
and Entrys of the Privy Council relating to the affairs of 
the Admiralty and Navy, the Cinque Ports, Trinity House, and 
Ballastage be entered with as much Expedition as may be; 
and In the other all Orders, Rules, and letters concerning 
matters under the Care and Inspection of the Office of the 
Ordnance, and that this method and direction be for the 
future, from time to time pursued, besides the entering such 
Orders in the Council Register in the months when they are
made and p a s s e d . I f  the Order was put into practice, the
2
books seem not to have survived. Separate Registers were
1, P.0.2/72, 604. There is an entry-book of naval orders
for 1660-1674 P.O.6/1, so James’s order was not an 
innovation.
2. In a sale of MSS. in 1854 one of the items offered was a
’’Registry Book of the Warrants issued from the Council
Chamber against Papists and other delinquents for High 
Treason etc. 1678-1682, by Sir Robert Southwell.”
Thorpe, T. Catalogue (1854) 441. If this is a correct 
description, it suggests that some separate entry books 
may have been kept that have since disappeared.
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kept for various CommitteesJ but the Council Office had
not had a separate letter-book since the earliest days of 
2
the Register. Loose papers were evidently arranged 
chronologically, as there are several references in the 
Council records to "the Bundle of the month;" for example 
there is a note in the Register under 10 March 1708 that,
"the severall lists mentioned in the above order were sent 
annexed, and copys thereof are in the Bundle of this Month. 
Finally, there seems to be an implication of carelessness 
in the entry in the Register for 29 October 1688 which reads, 
"V/hereas the Council Booke, on Saturday last, upon occasion 
of Renewing in the Court of Chancery, according to His 
Majesty’s Order ... the same Depositions that had been taken 
at this Board concerning the birth of His Royal Highness the 
Prince of Wales, Was by mistake left with the officers of 
the Court of Chancery, till the said Depositions should be 
there enrolled. His Majesty was pleased this day to declare 
That the said Council Book ought not to have been left in 
the sd Court of Chancery, and doth hereby Order and command 
the Clerks of the Councill for the future not to part with 
any of the Councill Books out of their custody upon any pre­
tence whatsoever, with out His Majesty’s particular and 
express commands in that behalf.
1. See Chapter J.
2. Adair, E.R. "The Rough Copies of the Privy Council 
Registers" E.H.R. XXXVIII, (1925), 421.
5. P.O. 2y(32, 72.
4. P.O. 2/72, 782.
These objections apart, the Council Office can on the 
whole be said to have been an efficient organisation. The 
Register has its limitations, as has been suggested, but it 
is reliable so far as it goes - and the fact that it is not 
comprehensive only means that its omissions cannot be used as 
evidence that something did not happen. Nor is there any 
suggestion that the Council Office ever failed to meet the 
demands, and they must have been heavy at certain times, 
that were made upon it. There were no signs at all of 
"lethargic pomposity" before 1714,^ and even at the end of
p
the eighteenth century it was still functioning efficiently.
1. Hughes, E. Studies in Administration and Finance,
1558-1825, (1934,"Manchester University Press) 220.
He contrasts the busy Salt Office of the late 17th and 
early 18th centuries with the "lethargic pomposity"
of the India Office when Charles Lamb worked there.
2. House of Commons. Reports of Committees, Vol. 15»
25th Report from the Select Committee on Finance 
(1798). The Privy Council Office.
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CHAPTER 9 
THE CLERKS OP THE COUFCIL
The staff of tùe Privy Council Office were some of 
the most notable minor officials of their dayb Pepys, who 
was offered the chance of getting a Clerkship just before
the Restoration but hesitated to take a public appointment
2
at a moment of such uncertainty, would not have been out 
of place among them. The opportunity did not come again to 
him, and indeed the appointments were much sought after.
When William Blathwayt wasmade a Clerk in liiXtraordinary in 
July l6'/8. Sir Robert Southwell wrote to Ormonde that it was 
"as a mark of hopes and encouragement to him for the pains 
he had taken in the plantation business," and added "the 
point your Grace knows we have been long aiming at ... is
A
now thus accomplished;" and after James Vernon jn. had been 
made a Clerk in Extraordinary in August 1697, his father
1,. Of the 15 Clerks in Ordinary of this period, the
D .N.B. has articles on only 5
William Blathwayt; Richard Colinge; Francis Gwyn;
Charles Montagu; Sir Robert Southwell.
The names of 6 others are mentioned in passing, in 
articles on other members of their families 
Philip, Christopher and Sir Christopher Musgrave 
(Sir Christopher Musgrave 4th Bt.); Sir John Nicholas 
(Sir Edv/ard Nicholas); John Povy (Thomas Povy) ;
Edward Southwell (Sir Robert Southwell).
The other 4 were;- 
William Bridgeman; John Dyve; Sir Thomas Dolman;
Sir Philip Lloyd.
2. Pepys, S. Diary, 51 January, 1660.
5. H.M.C. 56, Ormonde n.s. 4, pt. II, 444- & 449»
Sî-s
wrote to Sir Joseph Williamson, "I am much obliged for 
your good vjishes to my son, who is in a post I have long 
ambitioned for him."^ The office gave its holder a useful 
training in government methods and a favoured position for
p
courting advancement.
There were three ranks of Clerks of the Council: the 
Clerks in Ordinary, (those usually referred to as Clerks of 
the Council), the Clerks in Extraordinary,^ and the Under- 
clerks.^ There were four Clerks in Ordinary. The office 
had originated in 1540 and was well established by the reign 
of Charles II, and underwent no further development until 
after Anne’s reign. Sometime during the eighteenth century 
the duties devolved upon two of the Clerks, so that a 
Select Committee of the House of Commons could report in 
1798 that, "the whole of the Duties of the Clerks in Ordinary 
of the Council" were "being discharged by them: the other 
two Clerks in Ordinary ... have not attended the Office for
1. Cal. S.P. Dorn...1697, 294.
2. Clarendon had called the training "breeding .... of 
statesmen, fitt to serve the greatest monarke in the 
world." Quoted in Turner, Privy Council, II, 445-446
3. Clerks in Extraordinary usualTy" became’"'Clerks in 
Ordinary. Those who were sworn in as Extraordinaries 
but did not achieve promotion before 1714 were:- 
Thomas Smith; Abraham Stanyan; James Vernon jn.;
John West; Robert Yard.
4. Underclerk^ during this period included:-
Henry Ball"; Thomas Beake ; Richard Colinge (not the 
Clerk of the Council); John Gauntlett; Edward Lloyd; 
Philip Madox; Thomas Thurston.
a considerable The Clerks in Extraordinary had also
been appointed since the beginning of the seventeenth cen­
tury at least, .Sir Edward Nicholas, for example, being
appointed a Clerk in Extraordinary in 1626, and in Ordinary 
2
in 1634; but their status and the customs governing their 
service were uncertain.^ .Sometime they assisted the Clerks 
in Ordinary or served Council Committees, and at other 
times they might even be employed abroad. There were gener­
ally two or three of them during this period: five when 
George I appointed his Privy Council and its officials
The Underclerks were even more obscure. In the edition 
of Angliae Notitia for 1682 they appear after the Clerks in 
Ordinary and Extraordinary as, "Their Clerks for doing the
5
Business." They do not appear again until the edition of 
1710, in which they are described as, "Clerks in the Council 
O f f i c e . T h i s  change of designation suggests an evolution 
in the Underclerks’ position, from being personal secretaries 
to the Clerks in Ordinary to becoming servants of the Office
1. H of C Reports of Committees, Vol. 13, 25th Report 
from the Se 1 ècIT'Ubmmrttee onTUThance. (1798) 186.
2. Nicholas, D. Mr. Secretary Nicholas (1955) 56, 92. •
3. Jacobsen, G.A. William BlaThwayt'~(T932, Ne'w Haven)
91, says they were "'in a sense supernumiaries."
4. Grant,W.L. & Munr0,J. Acts of the Privy Council of 
England: Colonial Series ~(T9o8-19TZ) V, 605, Addendum, 
nists the Counc'iTQ 16X3-1783
5 . Chamberlayne,E . Angliae Notitia (1682) 192.
6. Ibid., (1710), 513.
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in general. However, they never, in this period at any rate,
achieved any sort of official appointment - with the exception
of the senior of them, John Gauntlett, who had the title of
Under-Keeper of the Council Records, (the Keeper of the
Council Records was the senior Clerk in Ordinary). The sort
of arrangement under which they worked is revealed in a
letter from Philip Madox to Sir Robert Southwell; he says,
"Mr. Gv/yn has sold his place to Mr Musgrave, and Mr Bridgman
is to come in Sir Thomas Dolman’s place. Mr Gwyn tells me I
am to serve them both in the Council Of fi ce.Madox  had
acted as stew/ard or personal agent to Sir Robert Southwell;
had been introduced into the Council Office as his own clerk;
had stayed on to serve others in the same capacity, as this
letter reveals ; and remained as the senior Underclerk in the
Office well into the reign of Anne, (his name often appears
in warrants as the person to receive the allowances made to
the Underclerks). There was no such ambiguity about the
appointment of the Clerks in Ordinary and Extraordinary.
They held office at pleasure. They kissed hands, received
a warrant of appointment, and were sworn in in Council, all
2
in the same manner as great officers of state.
The changing status of the Underclerks, from that of 
personal to official servants, is reflected in the payments 
they received. At first these were occasional and individual.
1. Thorpe, T. Catalogue (1834) 297-298.
2. Copies of the Ülerk of the Council’s oath appear in the 
Registers at P.O. 2/69, II; 2/71, II; 2/83, 2.
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For instance, in January 1679 a Warrant was signed in 
Council directing the Treasurer of the Chamber to pay £20 
to "Henry Ball, Clerk to Sir Thomas Dolman Kt" who "hath 
in the month of April last past taken great pains and been 
at some expense in preparing and engrossing and sending away 
the Letters from this Board to the Lords Lieutenants of the 
severall Counties about Impressing Seamen ... and don 
severall other extraordinary services for which we think 
fitt that he have an allowance."^ Three months later a 
similar Warrant was issued in favour of "Philip Madox Clerke
p
to Sir Robert Southwell." In July 1680 the Treasury was 
asked to pay "unto John Gauntlett (one of the Clerkes in 
the Council Office) the sume of 20 1. in consideration of 
his expenses for transcribing severall copys of the 26 Irish 
Bills for the use of this Board, containing 1227 sheets of 
p a p e r . The description of Gauntlett as a Clerk in the 
Council Office and the direction of the Warrant to the 
Treasury were signs of change. A year later, however, the 
Treasurer of the Chamber was again ordered to make a payment, 
of £20, to Edward Lloyd, Sir Philip Lloyd’s Clerk, for 
registering and making copies of Jamaican laws. These 
special payments are exactly comparable to several earlier
1. P.O. 2/67, 56.
2. Ibid., 125.
5. P.C. 2/69, 51.
4. Ibid., 515.
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ones.^ A Warrant of May 1683, addressed to the Treasury, 
set a new precedent; it read, "Whereas it hath appeared 
unto us that the Underclerks of the Council have for some 
years last past taken great pains in Entering and Trans­
cribing severall papers and Business for the use of this 
Board and particularly in that of altering lists of Jus­
tices of the Peace throughout the Kingdom, and about the 
removing of officers in the respective Corporations, For 
v/hich wee think fit an allowance be made unto them. Wee doe 
therefore pray your Lordships out of any His Majesty’s 
Treasure to cause the sum of 60 1. ster. to be paid unto
Philip Madoxe one of the said Clerks or his Assignes, for 
2
their use." Payments to the Underclerks were no longer
individual. One more warrant of the same type but for £100
%
was issued on 21 January 1692, then, from 6 April 1693, 
the allowance became a regular one of £200, for which a 
Warrant issued early in every year from 1693 to 1714 in­
clusive.
Unlike the Underclerks, the Clerks in Extraordinary 
seem to have received no allowances. In 1697 Edward Southwell
1. There is a collection of such Warrants in ’Original 
Documents Relating to Parliament’ etc.
B.M. Add. MSS. 3736, 136.
2. P.C. 2/72, 661.
3. P.O. 2/74, 444.
4. P.C. 2/73, 131, 370; 2/76, 83, 407; 2/77, 17, 162, 326,
426; 2/78, 138, 334; 2/79, 318; 2/80, 63, 279; 2/81,
103, 303, 332; 2/82, 273, 373; 2/83, 235, 381; 2/84,
94, 339.
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said that since his appointment as a Clerk Extraordinary in
1693, "He has hitherto had noe manner of Benefitt, but the
honour of serving His Majesty and attending His Councill.
The personal accounts of James Vernon Jn. for a period when
he was a Clerk in Extraordinary, though admittedly not in
England, confirm Southwell’s statement by showing no trace
2
of income from the Council Office. Southwell and Vernon
may stand for the extreme types of Clerks in Extraordinary.
Southwell attended the Council most assiduously, being present
at 132 Council and Committee meetings in the year March 1693
%
to March 1694, and he aimed to fit himself for a Clerkship 
in Ordinary by attending constantly, reading and making 
abstracts of the Register, learning the forms of usual 
orders, visiting other offices, and in short studying "To 
master the forms of all Business passing at the Council 
Board.Vernon, on the other hand, was abroad for a 
considerable part of the time when he was a Clerk in Extra­
ordinary. He was sworn in in 1697, and, "before the yeare 
was out "went to Paris with the retinue of the Earle of 
Portland . .. and . .. continued att Paris till the next 
Spring. Upon his return he was made a Groom of the
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 73.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 40784, 76-80.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 63.
4. Ibid. , 64.
3 . ’Memoirs of James Vernon Jn.’ B.M. Add. MSS. 40794
l.v.
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Bedchamber to the Duke of Gloucester, and, as a result of 
attending him "contracted a distemper which confined me" 
from August 1700 to January 1701E  In 1702 he v/as appointed 
Envoy to Denmark, and he did not return to England until 
1706 (drawn then by domestic, not official, considerations), 
when he described himself as being "without any other
employment but that of Groom of the Bedchamber to the
2
Prince of Denmark." In 1708 he became an M.P., and in 
1710 an Excise Commissioner, but still he makes no mention 
of any work at the Council. He was admitted a Clerk in
iy
Ordinary in 171b* No other Clerk in Extraordinary seems 
to have been so active as Southwell or quite so detached 
as Vernon. During the time they were Clerks in Extraordinary, 
Southwell notes, Bridgeman attended the Committee of 
Intelligence, Blathwayt the Lords of Trade, and Colinge 
the Tangier Commissioners.^  Povy, on being sworn in as a 
Clerk in Extraordinary, was specially ordered to attend 
the Committee of Trade and Plantations.-^ Christopher 
Musgrave, Robert Yard and Abraham Stanyan at least had 
jobs in Whitehall while Clerks in Extraordinary, though
1. ’Memoirs of James Vernon Jn. ’ B.M.Add. MSS. 4-0794, 2.v.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. 3 &. 4. , .
4. ’Privy Council Memoranda, 1340-1718, B.M. Add. MSS.
38861, 9.
3 . P.O. 2/74, 340.
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Stanyan also served abroad like Vernon.^
The Clerks in Ordinary, besides having better defined 
duties than the Clerks in Extraordinary, had salaries and 
perquisites. The salary had been £50 per annum with about 
£150 from fees at the beginning of Charles II’s reign.^ By 
1679 the salary had been increased to £250. For purposes of 
comparison the salaries of some other junior officers may 
be quoted, though their positions were not exactly com­
parable to those of the Clerks of the Council, and the 
amounts of fees they each received are not taken into account 
In an old Household appointment, the Clerks of the Green- 
cloth got £500, as from the beginning of James II’s reign.^
In the Navy of William Ill’s time, the Comptroller, the
ZL
Surveyor, and the Clerk of the Acts got the same amount.
In the office of the Board of Trade, by 1708, the Secretary
5
was getting £500 a year, and his deputy £100.
The Diary of Philip Madox records his drawing the 
salaries of Sir Robert Southwell and Francis Gwyn for them.
1. He v/as sworn in as Clerk Extraordinary in 1699, &nd also 
virent to Paris the same year; but by 1702 he vjas_again
an Under Secretary of State in England, in 1703 he went 
as envoy to Switzerland, and later was appointed to 
Vienna and Constantinople. When he was due to become 
a Clerk in Ordinary he allowed his brother to take his 
place. Grant,W.L. & Munro, J. op.cit., V, 605 #
Addendum, Lists of the Council," .1613-1783.
Luttrell,N. Brief Relation, (1857) IV, 518,524;
V, 127,547,5SFr"Vl, 405T"
RansoËe,M. Portraits of Members of the Kit Cat Club. 
(National Portrait Gallery pamphlet"', T9450”'*XF‘.
2. See below, p.
3. Rowse, A.L. The Early Churchills (1956) 59*
4. Ehrman, J. The Navy in "the jar of v/illiam III (1953, 
Cambridge, ) 174. n
5 . Clarke,M.P. ’’The Board of Trade at Work" A .H.R.17, il91i)
Thus, on 2 July 1680 he says, "I reed out of the Exchequer
half a years sallary for Sir Robert Southwell end at Mid-
soDier 1679 being 12^ 1."^ On 1 June 1682 he says, "This day
1 reed out of the Exchequer 62 1. 10 s. for a quarters
salary due to Mr Gwyn end the 25th December 1681 and signed
2the book for it." As these entries show, the pay of seven­
teenth century civil servants tended to come in arrears; 
Madox did not get Sir Robert Southwell’s last quarter’s 
salary, due at Michaelmas 1679, until October 1682.*^  In 
addition to his salary, each Clerk received £100, nominally 
for waiting on the Lords of Trade and Plantations, whether 
or not he did any special duty to earn it."^  After the 
establishment of the Board of Trade, the Clerks submitted 
a petition stating that plantation business "is not lessened 
to the said Clerks, but rather Increased by the present 
Constitution. wherefore they humbly pray and hope His 
Majesty will be graciously pleased to continue to them for 
his service the said additional salary of one hundred pounds
5
per annum." Their request v/as granted. There seems to 
have been an attempt to deprive the Clerks of this extra 
salary in 1703, when Edward Eouthwell wrote from Ireland,
"I am sorry to hear the poor Clerks of the Councill are
1. B.M. Egerton, MSS. 1627, 7*
2. Ibid., 49.
3. Ibid., 33.
4. Jacobsen, op. cit., 87.
3. P.C. 2/76,"TI3.
put into so nice a scale as to distinguish how farr they 
meritt a single hundred pounds per annum, for v;hich they 
have past Patent, and can plead so long prescription. If 
you can tell me that Every Body's salary is reduced one third 
1 shall acquiesce with my Neighbours; but otherwise think 
we must look on It as a mark upon U s. Ev i de nt l y  the Clerks 
succeeded in maintaining their privilege, for the extra £100
p
was being paid the next year. An analysis of Blathwayt's 
income for 1687 shov/s that he received £350 from his Clerk- 
ship ; this includes the extra £100, but not fees.
It is unfortunately not possible to give an exact 
statement of how much each Clerk got from fees. The accounts 
of Sir John Nicholas for 1664 happen to be preserved, and 
these show that he received;-
"CiL Bd. in March 103. 13 0"
"June Councill 100 3 4"
"C B in September
"Fee as Clerk of the C due
53 6 8"
Midsummer last 46 0 0" ^
"November Council 158 0 0" 4
makes a total of £461.3*Od. It was before
was raised, so it may be suggested that the "Fee as Clerk of 
the C..." represents the salary of £50, less deductions, 
which would mean that he got £415.).0d. from fees in this
1. Edw. Southwell to Mr Taylor, 25 July 1703, Dublin.
B.M. Add. Mss. 34773, 100.
2. C.T.B. XIX, 357. 18 September 1704. Money Warrant
for £100 for the four Clerks of the Council for a
quarter’s attendance to the business of the Commissioners 
of Trade, to 24 June.
3. Jacobsen, op.cit., 438.
4. B.M. Egerton MSS. 2558, 31.
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one year. (Some official documents refer to the Clerk's
1
salary as his "fee"). The volume of Council business 
might vary and affect the total from year to year, but 
there should have been no very great decline before 1714.
It varied from month to month, and if the Clerk kept the 
fees of his own months' attendance there would obviously be 
some advantage in being the most senior Clerk and getting 
first choice of which months to be in waiting. Southvmll's 
Memoranda contains a fragment on "Pees at the Council 
Office," but this is a tariff and does not tell one what
p
the total fees for a year amounted to. The Southwell’s 
"Book of Fees received in the Council Office 1678-1703"
A
seems to have disappeared."^ Among the Vernon Papers there 
is an Account of Fees for 1757-1762,^ and in the Public 
Record Office a Clerks’ Account Book for 1778-178).^ By 
the end of the eighteenth century the Clerks were receiving
1. e.g. Narrant for granting a Clerkship to John Dyve.
Cal. B.P.Dom. 1691-1692, 387.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 114.
3. It is listed as Item 730 in Thomas Thorpe’s Catalogue
(1834) 441. Nhen this part of the Phillipps Collection
was sold, it was not among the items that came to the 
British Museum; according to the Phillipps Catalogue 
annotated by De Ricci (which I have seen on microfilm 
in the University of London Library) it was sold on
22 June 1893 to J.T.Leveson, but I have not succeeded 
in tracing its present whereabouts. Mr.A .N.L.Munby, 
the authority on the Phillipps Collection, kindly 
answered an enquiry about this IvïSS., but could not say 
where it might be.
4. B.M. Add. T^S. 40781, 201.
3. P.C. 6/3.
two-thirds,^ of the Fees of the Office, "amounting for the
year 1797 to a further sum of £790.17.0. to each of them."^
By then there were only imo Clerks sharing the fees; if
there had been four it would have worked out at £393.8.6d.
each, a figure that compares reasonably with that suggested
from Sir John Nicholas’s accounts, allowing for a decline
in the volume of Council business between 1664 and 1797.
Even without precise figures, it seems possible to state
that the Clerks at least doubled their salaries of £330 p.a.
by means of fees taken in the Council Office.
As well as being often in arrears, the Clerks’
salaries suffered various deductions. For example, Madox
records, "1683/6 February 12 ... I reed a years salary
as Clerk of the Council for Mr. Musgrave end at Midsummer
last. 123 1. Charges in receiving it
at the Treasury 1. 10 0
the Certificate 2 6
at Sr R. Howard 1 14 0
at the pells 18 6
at the Teller 3 13 0
8 0 0 "^
In July he paid Sir Robert Howard 1/- more, but missed out
1. The other third went to the Underdlerks, but I do not 
know whether this custom was established before 1714.
See above, pp.
Jacobsen, op.cit., 443, suggests that the Clerks Extra­
ordinary got some fees. This does not seem to have been 
so. See above, p.
2. H. of C. Reports, Vol.13. 23 Report from the Select
Cttee. on Finance, Privy Council Office (1798) 186.
3. ’The Diary of Philip Madox,’ B.M.Egerton MSS. 1627, 67-
the Certificate at 2/6, making a total deduction of 
£7.18.6d.^ Thus a Clerk of the Council spent up to £16 
a year in merely drawing his salary. He had also to pay 
for his Patent when he was appointed, v/hich was expensive. 
Povy paid £47.16.6d. for his
Then too, a Clerk in Ordinary might have had to buy 
his place. The price of a Clerkship in the late seventeenth 
century was said to be about £1250, compared with £6000 for 
a Secretaryship of State.-^  vVhen Sir Joseph Williamson was 
made a Clerk of the Council in 1672, Evelyn wrote : "This 
Place His Majesty had promised me many yeares before, but 
upon consideration of 1000 pounds; and our lease of 500 
pounds per. ann. at fourty shill, rent, without fine for 
99 yeares, I chose to part with it to Sir Joseph who gave 
us, and the rest of his bro. Clearkes an hansome supper at 
his house, and after supper, a Consort of M u s i q u e . Sir 
Philip Lloyd may have paid £2000 for his place.5 When 
Sir Robert Southwell sold out to Francis Gwyn in December 
1679 he got £2500: he wrote to Ormonde, "Mr. Gwyn gives me
1. ’The Diary of Philip Madox,’ B.M. Egerton MSS. 1627,68.
2. B.M. Add. MSS.55107, 45- Jacobsen,op.cit., 442.
5. Jacobsen, op.cit., 2.
4. de Beer, E.S. (ed.) The Diary of John Evelyn 
(1955, ODcCord) III, 601:
5. Thompson, E.M. Correspondence of the Family of Hatton 
(1878, C.S. n.s. kXll), 175. ^
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£2500, but the place is much better than when I bought 
it."^ Danby apparently thought, as Gwyn explained, in a 
letter to Lord Conway, that, "if I could have it for 
2000 1., I should have a good bargain, but seems no1?//ith- 
standing to encourage me to go on with it, though he thinks 
the 500 1. a little too much." The matter was compromised 
by Gwyn putting £2000 down, and promising to pay the rest 
in a year’s time: he wrote to Conway, "My money is ready
_ -7y
and 1 have got a year’s time for payment of the last 500 1." 
Southwell himself had paid £500 less for the place thirteen 
years earlier. His predecessor, both as Secretary to the 
Duke of Ormonde and then as Clerk of the Council was Sir 
George Lane, who had acted as Clerk to Charles II’s
i
Council in exile and continued in that position at White­
hall until 1864 when, according to Southwell, ’*he was fain 
to be hid for a time by reason of the clamours in court; 
but he afterwards appeared and parted with his place of 
Clerk of the Council to be less eixposed." In fact he sold 
the place to Southwall for £1000 down and £1000 at the end 
of the first year, but four months after the bargain had
1. H.M.C. 56, Ormonde n.s. 4, pt.II, 565.
2. Cal. S.P. Dorn. 1679-1680, 272.
5. roid., 277.
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been made the Clerk's salary was raised from £50 to £200,
"at which .Sir George bit the lip. Gvyn, in' his turn, was
able to get the £2500 he had paid, when he sold his place
to Philip Musgrave. A news letter v/riter reported,
"Lord Arran is preparing for Ireland ... Dr. Trumbull, who
I formerly mentioned was to go first Secretary to the Earl
of Rochester, goes not, but Mr. Gwynne, Secretary to Lord
Conway and now one of the Grooms of the Bedchamber goes
in his stead ... in order to which he has sold his place
of Clerk of the Council to sir Christopher Musgrave’s son
and Mr. Bridgeman is Sworn Clerk of the Council in Sir
Thomas Dolman’s place, but Sir Thomas is to have the
%
profits during his life.""^  The arrangement between Dolman 
and Bridgeman was that Bridgeman should hold the office 
until Dolman’s death, when he would be continued in it 
and get the profits, but, if he died first, it was to 
revert to Dolman.This seems to have been the last 
incident of purchase.
The system had already been modified by royal favour
to individuals. Sir John Nicholas was apparently admitted
1. Russell,C.W. & Prendergast,J.P. Account of the Carte 
Collection of Historical Papers (A ËeporT presented ' 
to XEeTTaster 5f the ^ b Ils, 1871)14-16.
2. Edw. Southwell, Privy Council Memoranda, 1540-1718. 
B.M. Add. MSS. 58861, 9.
5. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1684-1685, 281-2.
The newsletter is one in the ’Greenwich Hospital’ 
series, which are generally well-informed.
4. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1684-1685, 284. Warrant for granting
the office to Bridgeman.
S?)«|
free. The Restoration was, of cour-se, an exceptional
moment, and John Nicholas had already worked for the King
and for Clarendon in exile,^ coming home on board the
’Royal Charles’ and being made a Knight and Clerk of the
2
Signet in 1660. His father also had a considerable claim 
on Charles’s generosity, which may have been paid in part 
by this favour to the son. Sir Philip Lloyd seems to have 
been similarly favoured. Southwell says that when Sir 
Joseph Williamson became Secretary of State, his place as 
Clerk of the Council was taken by Lloyd, "from whom he 
got n o t h i n g . B u t  again there were special considerations 
in this case. Lloyd’s patron. Lord Clifford, arranged 
for him to get the Clerkship just before his fall, and 
Clifford’s successor at'the Treasury, Danby, was glad 
to push him into the place to make v/ay for his own people, 
Bertie and Fleetwood.^ Lloyd had been knighted on becoming 
Clerk of the Council, and it was suggested that "it was 
unfitting for a Sir Philip Lloyd to be a clerk under a 
mere Charles Bertie, Esq., ... so Sir Philip had to leave
1. Nicholas,D. Mr. Secretary Nicholas, (1935) 265, 275,295
2. Ibid., 296, 2W:
5. Edw. SouthW'ell, op. cit. B.M.Add. MSS. 58861, 9* But
see p. SÎW . above.
4. Baxter, S.B. The Development of the Treasury, 1660-
1702, (1957) 2'ZZ:::224. ^
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the Treasury. Later, w^ hen Francis Gwyn became a Clerk 
of the Council he was careful to avoid being knighted, 
apparently in anticipation of being given a Treasury post 
under Laurence Hyde. This he finally attained in 1685 as 
plain Mr. Gvjyn. No one after Lloyd was knighted on 
becoming a Clerk of the Council, which may be a sign of a 
greater degree of professionalism in the service. The 
system of purchase of Clerkships too was ending, being 
superseded by one of promotion from the rank of Extra­
ordinary to Ordinary.
If he aimed no higher, a Clerk of the Council in
2
Ordinary had good security of tenure and steady promotion 
to look forward to. During this period no Clerk was
1. Baxter, op.cit., 224.
2. cf. Hughes, E. Studies in Administration and 
Finance, 1558 - IB25".
Press) 26B”, on the continuance of the medieval 
conception of office as a freehold.
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dismissed during the course of a reignj though two
p
were suspended for short periods. At the accessions 
of James II and Anne, and even of George I, there were 
no changes. After the Revolution two of the four Clerks 
were immediately re-sworn, Nicholas and Blathwayt; a 
third, Philip Musgrave, died in July 1689;^ and the fourth, 
William Bridgeman, whose connection with Sunderland and 
service to the Ecclesiastical Commission were reason enough
1. One Clerk in Extraordinary was dismissed. See below, 
p. 551,*%.I. Y.C.E. Wiltshire, (1957) 166, states that 
"In March 1687 Sir "John NicEolas forfeited the clerk­
ship of the Council which he had held for over ten 
years." I have not been able to find any authority 
for this statement, except the bare entry in Luttrell 
(1,597) "Sir John Nicholas, clerk of the Councill, is 
dismist thcit employ." It is not improbable that 
Nicholas incurred James’s displeasure. He was brother- 
in-law to the Bishop# of London and supported him during 
his appearances before the Ecclesiastical Commission. 
(B.M. Egerton MSS. 254-5 , 256). Clarendon seems to have 
thought in Janus.ry 1686 that there was a danger of his 
losing his jobs. (See below, p. S'Vq . ). On the 
other hand, there is a paper describing the appearance 
of the Seven Bishops before the Council, among the 
Nicholas Papers, which concludes with the words : "His 
Majesty enquired wch of the Clerks of the Council was
in wayting, and it hapening to be my turne. His Majesty 
gave it into my custody." (B.M. Egerton MSS. 254-5,271) • 
Also his signature appears on an Order of Council (a 
copy) dated 10 June 1688. (P.R.O. SP 51/ 4-, Pt.I, 4-4-).
2. Lloyd, in 1679, on account of the evidence he gave at 
Wakeman’s trial (Luttrell I, 25 & 50. Wood, 11,464-) 
and in 1682 after killing a man in a duel (Luttrell,
I, 154-, 155 & 170).
Colinge, in 1696, for altering an Order after it had 
been passed (P.C. 2/76, 4-55, 4-80).
5. Grant,W.L. & Munro, J. op.cit., V, 605, Addendum, Lists
of the Council, 1615-178$.
4-. G.E.C. Complete Baronetage (1900) I, 52.
for exclusion from office in 1689, actually managed to get" 
his place back in 1695? though without his former seniority^ 
Long tenure of office is illustrated in the career of 
Sir John Nicholas, who was made a Clerk in Ordinary in 
1660 and remained one until his death in 1705 (4-5 years); 
William Blathwayt, who held the office from 1686 to his 
death in 1717, (51 years), having previously been a Clerk 
in Ordinary for six years; Edward Southwell who was ad­
mitted in 1699 and served until his death in 1750 (51 years), 
he too having been a Clerk in Ordinary for six years before 
his appointment. John Povy was Clerk in Ordinary from 
1697 until his death in 1715, (18 years), and William 
Bridgeman served from 1685 to 1688 and 1695 to 1695 (a 
combined total of 10 ^ears), both of them having also been 
Clerks in ^ ©rdinary.
Promotion among the Clerks in Ordinary was strictly 
by seniority of appointment. Thus in 1679 when Sir Robert 
Southwell sold out to Francis Gwyn, Sir Philip Lloyd moved 
up from third to second place. Sir Thomas Dolman from fourth 
to third - and Gwyn came into the fourth position, not the 
second, which Southv/ell had vacated. This was the usual
1. His re-admission is a pointer to Sunderland's reviving 
credit, since he had been "notorious as another of 
Sunderland* s * understrappers * *’ (Browning, 1,4-89) and 
his *'Secretary-to-all-turns'^ (Kenyon, J.P. "The Earl 
of Sunderland and the Revolution of 1688" C.H.J. XI,
ITo.5, 1955, 2)78 ]i.)
procedure.'^ iven at the Revolution, when only two Clerks 
were immediately re-appointed, • Nicholas retained his 
seniority, and Blathwayt moved up from the most junior to 
the second position, above the two newcomers, Montagu and 
Colinge. Bridgeman, when he was re-instated in 1693, took 
the fourth place. (He was coming in in place of John Dyve, 
who as it happened had been the most junior Clerk). The 
regular method of promotion had been challenged in 1686, 
at the death of Sir Philip Lloyd. Qn October 1 Owen Wynne 
wrote to John Ellis in Ireland that "it is not yet well 
known whether Mr Bridgman or Mr. Blathwayt (both having 
a grant) will succeed." Blathwayt had been made a Clerk 
Extraordinary a year after Bridgeman, but like him had 
been given the privilege of attending Council debates.^
In the event the system of promotion within the ranks of 
the Clerks in Ordinary was upheld; on 22 October Bridgeman 
"by H>s Majesty*s special command" was sworn in again, in 
the place of Lloyd, and Blathwayt came in at the bottom
Zi
of the order of seniority. Progress depending on the
1. Angliae Notitia (I'/OY) shows Southwell before Povy, 
but this seems to be a mistake, doubtless made because 
Southwell appeared more important to the editor by 
virtue of being Secretary of State for Ireland. The 
order is correctly given in the edition of 1708.
But ignorance does not explain the fact that Musgrave 
is shovm before Bridgeman and Blathwayt in tne list 
at the beginning of the Register of 1688.
P.C. 2/72, 698.
2. Ellis, G*A% The Ellis Correspondence, (1829) I, 174.
5. B.M. Add. M S S “385617""7“
4". P.C. 2/71, 325.
Jacobsen, op.cit.,does not seem to have been aware of
this episode.”
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removal of seniors by death or retirement was slow. 
Blathwayt, with the Revolution to help him, took 19 
years to get from the bottom to the top of the list. But 
seniority was probably a matter of convenience rather than 
importance to the Clerks, as they chose the order in which 
they attended according to it, the first taking the pick,^ 
but otherwise upon an equality with one another.
Seniority was a matter of greater concern to the 
Clerks Extraordinary, because, as the purchase of Clerk­
ships in Ordinary died out, the custom was gradually being 
accepted that they should be promoted to be Clerks in
2Ordinary as of right and in the order of their standing. 
Sir Joseph Williamson and Sir Thomas Dolman were recent 
examples of Clerks in Extraordinary becoming Clerks in
Ordinary.^ Bridgeman became a Clerk Extraordinary in
4 51676, and by 1682 his name headed the list: on 16 Jan­
uary 1684 he was sworn in as Clerk in Ordinary in place
of Dolman, "who had with His Majesty* s leave resigned
6^the said office." He apparently surrendered the profits 
of the place to Dolman for life, but did not pay him a 
lump sum. This left Blathwayt as the senior Clerk in
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 122.
2. Jacobsen, op.cit., 91.
3. B.M. Add. MSS.'38861, 7.
4. Ibid.
2. Chamberlayne, E. Angliae Notitia (1682) 192.
6. P.C. 2/70, 290.
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Extraordinary^ and though he failed to seeure the position
of Sir Philip Lloyd, he did succeed in becoming a Clerk 
2in Ordinary. Colinge was now the Senior Clerk Extraordin­
ary, having been admitted in 1679,^ and he succeeded to 
one of the vacancies at the Revolution. Dyve was made a 
Clerk in Extraordinary in 1689,^ and on the strength of 
this he v/as able to resist Bridgeman* s efforts to be re­
admitted to a Clerkshipnin Ordinary when Montagu went to the 
Treasury: Duttrell records that, *’The Marques of Carmarthen 
has sent to his majestie to know whither William Bridgman 
esq. or John Dives shall be sworn Clerk of the Councill, 
both pretending to the place.**^ Bridgeman succeeded after 
Dyve*s death in December 1692, although at that time Povy 
was a Clerk in Extraordinary, having been admitted on 
1 March 1692, "to assist the Clerks of the Council at the 
Committee of Trade and Plantations in the absence of
7
William Blathwayte Esq.** The promotion of Clerks in 
Extraordinary was not yet a routine.
The custom had at first been strongly resisted by the 
Clerks in Ordinary, and now was to be called into 
question again in the dispute between Povy and Edward
1. P.C. 2/71. The list at the beginning of this volume of 
the Register is the only one that includes Clerks Extra- 
ordinary.
2. See above, p. ^4"3 .
3. P.C. 2/68, 12.
4. P.C. 2/73, 47.
3. Luttrell,l\T. Brief Relation (1857) II, 388.
6. P.C. 2/75, 6T.“'
7. P.C. 2/74, 340.
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Southwell about which of them should be made a Clerk in 
Ordinary upon the death of Colinge in 1697. The Clerks 
in Ordinary had objected to the promotion system because 
they preferred to sell their places. In their submission 
to the King in 1676 they declared that **the precedency in 
being sworn, gave noe Title to a Preference in possession, 
when any vacancy happened. Nor did such Title of Clerk 
Extraordinary ever preclude any of the Clerks in wyating, 
from parting with their Places even to such who were not 
in that character of extraordinary, if Eis Majesty approved 
• the person.’* They wished the ancient form to be observed, 
they said, because it stimulated competition among the 
Clerks in Extraordinary "to be found most worthy, when 
a place fell void. Whereas Letters Patent overthrow the 
Intent of that constitution, and would, in the present 
case, give the Reversion a more fixt and authentic way of 
holding, than any have who are in possession." The crux 
of their objection to Dolman and Bridgeman gettings patents 
confirming their fight to be promoted did not, however, 
come until the next paragraph, which said, "The Clerks of 
the Council, whose profits, in former times, were more 
than double the present, had yet the Grace and Favour, when 
they were worn out in the service, to part with their
I
places to some advantage."
1. B.M. Add. M88. $8861, 24.
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Sdward Southwell used this precedent in support of 
his own case in 1697, when he claimed that the custom of 
promotion by seniority could be waived by royal favour.^ 
lie contended, firstly, that although he had not been ad­
mitted until 30 March 1693, ^ he had as much right to succeed 
to the vacant Clerkship in Ordinary as Povy, as "his ad­
mission to the Board was in general, and not restrained:" 
but this argument ignored the "and" in the Order of 1 March 
1692, which read, "This day by His Majesty* s Command, John 
Povy Esq. was sworn Clerk of Their Majesty’s most honour­
able Privy Council in Extraordinary, and to assist the 
Clerks His basic point was that there was no official
seniority among the Clerks in Extraordinary, or right to 
succeed automatically to vacant Clerkships in Ordinary:
"This wholly depends on favour, and is not matter of rights, 
by any Seniority among those in Ex’ry ... It appears by 
the Councill Books there were Clerks in Ex’ry from time 
to time, who yet never could hinder those in ordinary from 
disposing their places unto others, if the King approved 
of the persons ... That there was noe Right of Successions,
1. It may have been on this occasion that Southwell 
drew up his memoranda on the Privy Council. Jacobsen, 
op.cit., 93" But in his memorandum of 1693, "How to 
cultivate my Interest," he was already planning to studj 
Council procedure.
2. P.C. 2/75, 122.
3. P.C. 2/74, 340. cf. Vernon’s letter to Shrewsbury about
the dispute. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of
the Reign of William III, 1696 tcT 17o8. (1841) I, 289.
54-8
nor any practice of Reversion on these places ... that 
Ext'rys have noe title, Nor indeed among themselves did 
they otherwise hold, then by equall pretension, as wholly 
depending on the King's Pleasure."^ He was quite right 
in stating that there had been exceptions to the grovdng 
tradition of Clerks Extraordinary succeeding outgoing Clerks 
in Ordinary. His own father. Sir Robert Southwell, had sold 
his place to Francis Gwyn, a complete outsider, "tho' at
the time îJr Bridgman and lîr Blathvfâyt were Clerks Extra-
2
ordinary." Gwyn, in turn, had sold out to Philip Mus grave. 
At the Revolution Charles Montagu had been admitted without 
ever serving as a Clerk in Extraordinary.^
In spite of this much justification for his claim, 
Southwell did not succeed, because the royal favour on which 
he said he was depending went to Povy. Povy was Blathwayt’s
Zl
protege, and Blathwayt was with the King in Flanders. 
Southwell wrote furiously that "B... getts the matter 
referred over, and then writes to the Ministers and without 
any Opinion from them gets the K to determine ... lis plaine 
B contrived herein as he thought fitt, first to gett time, 
Tis referr’d to the Ministers to whom he writes and
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 72.
2. "Account of the Resignations made by the Clerks of 
the Council," Privy Council Unbound Papers, Non- 
Colonial Supplementary Papers II.
P.C. 1/13, Bundle 62, 24.
3. Ibid.
4. Jacobsen, op.cit., 93*
sollicits. Then before they make any report he getts
the K to determine, taking advantage of the absence of
chief friends. And there is great reason to suspect that
Mr Vernon and he played the game into each others hand, ...
Mr Vernon may concurr in order to bring his son presently
2into waiting." Southwell had claimed in his draft petition, 
following that of 1676, that the Clerks in Extraordinary 
were on an equality, "probably that there might be a constant! 
Emulation among them, who should be found most worthy when 
a vacancy might happen," to be made a Clerk in Ordinary; 
and his disappointment must have been the sharper because 
of his conscientious service - "As the frequent absence 
of one of the Clerks in service abroad, and of others, 
in differing service to His Majesty at home, made it need- 
full to have some help in the service of the Board; Soe 
your Petr, has now for above four years been ready at all 
times. And may not perhaps unreasonably think himself to 
be the first in Extraordinary that ever acted in all parts 
of the Business." Moreover, Blathwayt had added insult 
to injury, by offering to sell him his own Clerkship - 
which he had paid nothing for
1. "my" crossed out.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 74. James Vernon Jn. was made
a Clerk Extraordinary when Povy got the Clerkship
in Ordinary. P.C. 2/77, 4-9.
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 73-
4-. Ibid. 74.
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In 1697, then, the tradition of the oldest appointed 
Clerk in Extraordinary succeeding to a vacant Clerkship 
in Ordinary was upheld, for whatever reason. Southwell 
himself succeeded Bridgeman in 1699*^ A reference in a 
letter from Vernon to Shrewsbury suggests that there was
a move to get Ahraham Stanyan appointed in Bridgeman’s
2 _
place. If the intention was for him to be a Clerk in 
Ordinary, instead of Southwell, it failed; but it is more 
likely that the plan was for him to succeed to the vacancy 
among the Clerks in Extraordinary, as he did.^ Christo­
pher Musgrave, who had been appointed a Clerk in Extra­
ordinary in 1695,^ and succeeded to a Clerkship in Ordin­
ary after Nicholas’s death in 1705,^ made a special case
by his "voluntary resignation" on 2 November 1710 to Sir
6Christopher Musgrave, his nephew. The author of the 
"Account of the Resignations made by the Clerks of the 
Council," notes that though James Vernon Jn, Abraham 
Stanyan and Thomas Smith were then Clerks in Extraordinary,
and Sir Christopher Musgrave was n o t they "did not think
1. P.C. 2/77, 332. Vernon had predicted that " îvîr. 
Southwell will alter his notions when he comes to 
be first on the list, and then be a champion for 
succession, w^hich I hope nobody will oppose, he being 
a deserving young gentleman."
James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of 
vailiam III (1841) I, 289-290/
2. Ibid. , II, 284.
3. P.O. 2/77,332.
4. P.C. 2/76,134.
5. P.O. 2/80,247.
6. P.C. 2/83,138.
themselves entitled to object against i t . H e  goes on 
to point out that in 1716 "Sir Christopher Musgrave resign­
ed to Mr Hales who never had been Clerk in Extraordinary," 
and that in 1719 when it was Abraham Stanyan’s turn to be 
promoted to a Clerkship in Ordinary he gave place to his 
brother, Temple Stanyan, "who never was Clerk in Extra­
ordinary." These three exceptions, however, did not dis­
prove the general rule.
The four Clerks in Ordinary, with the assistance of 
the Underclerks and sometimes of the Clerks Extraordinary, 
carried on the whole of the business of the Council Office. 
They attended the meetings of the Council and its Committees,
kept Minutes, entered up the Register, and produced Orders
3
2
and letters as they were required. From the regular
changes of handwriting in the Privy Council Register, 
(either of the Clerk’s or their Underclerks), it appears 
that the Clerks in Ordinary were pretty strict in their
1. op.cit., P.C. 1/13, Bundle 62, 24.
James Vernon Jn. had been sworn in in 1697 (P.C.2/77, 
49); Abraham Stanyah in 1699 (P.C. 2/77,332); Robert 
Yard in 1702 (P.C. 2/79, 183); and Thomas Smith in 
1706 (P.C.2/81, 127). After being passed over in 
1710, Vernon succeeded in 1713. Stanyan resigned 
his place to his brother. Yard died in 1703 before 
there was another vacancy, and Smith was dismissed 
in 1712. (Grant,W.L. & Munro,J. op.cit., V, 603,
Addendum, Lists of the Council, 1613-1783. Smith’s
dismissal, P.C. 2/83, 413.)
2. See Chapter 8 above.
3. Adair, E.R. "The Rough Copies of the Privy Council
Registers" E.H.R. XXXVIII, (1923) 418, says that
it is possible to recognise a predominant handwriting 
for each month as early as 1389/90.
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adherence to the systems of waiting by turns, each for 
three months of the year. There is no indication in the 
Register of which Clerk was in waiting when, but from 
scattered references it is possible to establish a pattern 
for some years. Thus, in the year 1680,
Nicholas was in waiting in February 1
June 2
October 3
Lloyd in January 4
May
September 3
Dolman in March
July
November
Gwyn in April 6
August 7
December
Nicholas, whose seniority allowed him the first choice 
favoured the months of February, June and October, since
O
he chose them in at least six different years. He is also 
shown as being in attendance during these three months in 
Edward Southvvrell's list of "How the Clerks of the Council 
gait," which is undated, but must belong to 1695, 1695
1. P.R.O. S.P.44/72, 261. H.M.C.36, Ormonde, n.s.5, 276.
2. B.L. Carte MS6. 59, 144.
3. Gal. S.P.Dom. 1680-1681, 54.
4. B.L.Carte MS3. 39, 310.
5. H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s.5, 402.
6. Ibid. 286.
7. Cal.S.P.Dom. 1680-1681, 600.
8. 1580 see above.
1584 P.R.O. O.P. 31/5, 1,
1685 H.M.C. 75. Downshire I, Pt.I, 5I.
1688 P.R.O. S.P. 31/5 , 44.
1693 P.R.O. S.P. 47/2 Order in Council 22 Feb.1693.
1700 P.C. 1/1 Bundle 3* Order 13 February 1700.
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y or 1697.  ^ It shows the following arrangements:
Nicholas February
June
October
Blathwayt March
July
November
Colinge January
May
September
Bridgeman April
August
December
The system does not seem to have become stereotyped, as 
it is noticeable that the second Clerks, Lloyd in 1680 
and Blathwayt in 1695/7, chose different sets of months, 
as did the third Clerks Dolman and Colinge. Blathwayt, 
as second Clerk, had chosen the months of March, July and 
November, and these remained his choice after he succeeded 
Nicholas as the senior Clerk in 1705
The regularity of the system might be interrupted 
by the absence of the Clerk whose turn of duty it was - 
Blathv/ayt, especially, was an absentee for most of the
1. Colinge died in June 1697, but the list could have 
been complied at the beginning of that year.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 58861, 118.
5. 1705 P.O. 2/81, 15. B.M.Loan 29/9, 15, 9 & 10.
1706 H.M.C. 29, Portland 4 (15th P.App. IV, Pt. IV,
Harley MSS., 11) 559.
1707 P.C. 2/81, 415.
1708 P.C. 2/82, 26. P.R.O. SP.45/8, 72.
P.C. 1/2, Bundle 8.
1709 P.C. 1/2, Bundle 9.
1710 Ibid. Bundle 10.
1711 P.C. 2/85, 225.
1714 P.C. 1/14, Pt.2. (P.R.O.Index. A.2 (1) 5).
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summers of ;;illiam’s reign, when he accompanied the King
to the Continent,^ and Edward Southwell spent some time
in Ireland during Anne’s reign, when Ormonde was there as
Lord Lieutenant. Nicholas, in his letters to his father
of an earlier date, several times complained of being
detained in London because other Clerks were not available,
for instance, when Sir Robert Southwell returned from his
diplomatic mission to Portugal in 1668 Nicholas wrote:
"though Sir Robert Southwell be come 1 know not when 1
shall have liberty for a night or two as 1 desire to imite
on you, for Sir Edward -talker is g on into Warwickshire till
near Easter: the other is not yet acquainted with the 
2
business," and later he said that "Sir Robert South-well 
is not yet returned, so my troublesome wayting must continue 
ten days longer." In 1680 Gwyn was doing extra duty be-
Zj.
cause Dolman was ill. According to the Rules of 1628, 
the Clerk whose month of waiting it was, was to be support­
ed for the first week by the outgoing Clerk, "and the Clerk 
that is to waite the month Following is to come and give 
his attendence at the least a Week before his waiting month 
comes in, that soe he may acquaint himself with the 
business depending, against the time his turne comes to
1. As Southvæll complained in 1697. 
B.M. Add. MS8. $8861, 75.
2. B.M. Egerton MSS. 2559, 157.v.
5. Ibid. 289.
4. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1679-1680, 496.
wait," but Edward Southwell's Privy Oouncil Memoranda puts 
this among "Obsolete Orders.However, it seems that the 
system of waiting was followed in general, and the rule 
usually observed that only the Clerk officially in waiting
p
had the right to sign orders and letters.
Southwell, in his "Mixt Notes," says that "All the 
Clerks of the Council Ordinary and Extraordinary do now 
attend and are present at Councills, which formerly was 
not. Early in the seventeenth century the rule had been 
that the Clerks in waiting could not be present in Council 
when the King was there except for the hearing of a public 
cause: Adair suggests that "This goes far to account for 
the many and often important council meetings that are not 
reported in the Register.The Clerks in Extraordinary 
could not then be present at all. By the reign of 
Charles II it had become unusual to exclude the Clerks 
in Ordinary, and the Clerks in Extraordinary gradually 
earned the right to be present in the Council Chamber also. 
In the Privy Council Registers of this period there is 
only one mention of the Clerks being ordered to withdraw 
from a Council. On 29 April 1679 it is noted, "Memoran­
dum. That this day the Council entering into private
1. B.M. Add. M68. 58861, 5.
2. Order of 28 October 1651. A copy in Privy Council. 
Unbound Papers for this period, P.C. 1/1, Bundle I.
5. B.M. Add. MSS. 58861, 121.
4. Adair, E.R. "The Privy Council Registers" E.H.R. XXX, 
(1915) 702.
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business the Clerks of the Council withdrew."^ This is
the meeting which. Anglesey in his Diary calls a "very
2secret Councel;" nevertheless, Sir Robert Southwell was
able to inform the Duice of Ormonde what it was about, "It
seems the Lords are tomorrow to debate the vote sent up
by the Commons," that the Heir Apparent’s being a papist
had given encouragement to the Plot, "which gave the
occasion of calling this night an extraordinary Council,
to
and from which the Clerks were or de red/withdraw. It sat 
about three hours close, and meets tomorrov; again at 
eight of the Clock;" Anglesey had told him that "they had 
had a good night and hoped all might be well, and this is 
all I hear." The Register for JO April says nothing 
about the Clerks being•-excluded again, but a page is left 
blank after the record of the day’s other business.^ The 
Register cannot be depended upon to indicate - even by 
omission - all the occasions upon which the Clerks withdrew 
from Council debates. For instance, GiA^ yn’ s letters to 
Ormonde in 1680 give two examples of such occasions : on 
3 April he wrote about Shaftesbury’s disclosure of an 
Irish Plot, saying that the Clerks were ordered to withdraw
5
as soon as the subject was broached, and on 14 October
1. P.C. 2/68, 16.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 18730, 54.
3. H.M.C. 36. Ormonde, n.s.4, Pt. II, 507.
4. P.O. 2/68, 18.
5. H.M.C. 36. Ormonde, n.s. 5, 296.
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he said vjith reference to the Duke of York, "On the 
Saturday before there was a great debate at the Oouncil 
Board concerning his going, and the Clerks ordered to with­
draw," (in spite of which he went on to give a thorough 
report of the debate that ensued)4  On the first of these
occasions the Register has a blank page following the
2record of the business of 2 April; but as to the second, 
there is no record of a meeting on the Saturday preceding 
14 October, or the one before t h a t B l a n k  spaces, then, 
may indicate "close" meetings of the Council, but they 
are an unreliable guide, because often they might arise 
quite accidentally by a clerical oversight or a Clerk’s 
failing to complete an entry. Similarly, the entries which 
show the time and place of a meeting but no business done 
at it may indicate a "close" meeting, but they could equally 
represent a fruitless meeting or, again, simply a clerical 
error. For example, the entry for 23 June 1679 says "At 
the Court of vVhitehall" and gives the names of those 
present, followed by a blank page;^ but neither this nor 
any of the other five blank pages in the Register during 
1679^ seems from the fairly complete evidence of Anglesey’s 
Diary and Southwell’s letters to Ormonde to represent a 
"close" Council. As to meetings not indicated at all in
1. H.M.C. 36. Ormonde, n.s. 3, 439»
2. P.C. 2/68, 468.
3. P.O. 2/69, 116-120.
4. P.C. 2/68, 141-142.
3. P.C. 2/68, 83, 129-131, 202, 263, 298. The s:^th
blank is that at P.C.2/68,16. See above, p. 5Sb
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the Register, these can only be established by incidental 
reports, like that in Gwyn’s letter quoted above, or those 
in Anglesey’s Diary. They cannot have been frequent; 
Anglesey’s Diary mentions only four meetings in 1679 not 
recorded in the Register,^ (none of these correspond with 
the blank pages mentioned above). These special cases 
apart, the general practice by 1679 was clearly for the 
Clerks in Ordinary to attend Council meetings both when 
the King was present and when he was not. As the Cabinet 
became established and fewer debates of the highest level 
took place in Council, there would have been less and less 
need to exclude the Clerks upon any occasion.
Southwell’s Memoranda, as well as declaring that all
Clerks attended the Council by the latter part of the
2
seventeenth century, put into the category of "Obsolete 
Orders" the rule that "There is to be but two of the Clerks 
of the Council allowed in the Chamber when the Council 
sits, whereof the Clerk of the Council whose month it is 
to wait always to be one ... And the Clerks Extraordinary 
not to come in but when they are c a l l e d . T h e  Clerks 
Extraordinary had built up from individual concessions 
the right to be present in the Council Chamber. Sir
1. 28 April, 2 & 3 June, 6 July. B.M. Add. MSS. 18730,
34, 33 V, 37 V.
2. See above, p. .
3. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 3.
Edward Nicholas, when he was made a Clerk in Extraordinary
in 1626, was "by His Majesty's especial order ... permitted
to attend in Council at all times, which none of the Clerks
of the Council in Extraordinary do without special order.
In 1676 the Clerks in Ordinary protested against Dolman
and Bridgeman "endeavouring to have the priviledge of
Accesse to the Debates in Councill" when they were mere
2
Clerks in Extraordinary. The protest was effective in 
keeping them out, but only temporarily. Edward Southwell, 
writing in 1697, said "No Extra ordinarys were ever admitted 
to the Debates of the Councill till in Aprill 1677 that 
Mr Brigeman then Secretary to the Lord Arlington, was after 
a years being sworne, allowed that Priviledge, in order 
to observe what past at the Board, that had'reference to 
his Lordship’s office of Secretary of State, but he never 
read any of the papers, or intermeddeled with the Business. 
This wholly resting uppon the Clerks in Waiting. After
this in November 1678 3Jîr Blathwayt, who had been also for
some time in Extraordinary had admittance to the Board on 
account of the Plantation business which was putt into his 
hands by Sir Robert S o u t h w e l l . In May 1676 Blathvjayt 
was given permission to attend the meetings of the Lords 
of Trade and Plantations,^ though he was not even a Clerk 
in Extraordinary. After he became a Clerk Extraordinary,
1. Nicholas,D. Mr. Secretary Nicholas (1955) 56.
2. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 221
5. Ibid. 72.
4. Jacobsen, op.cit., 89.
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it was ordered on 15 November 1678 "that gilliam Blathwayt
Esq. ... be admitted to be present at the Debates in
Council for his better Instruction and fitting for His
Majesty's service.This was apparently not only with
a view to the plantation business, but so tha.t he could
assist as a translator in the examination of Coleman's
2
correspondence. After the reform of the Privy Council, 
the three Clerks in Extraordinary were attached as secre- 
taries to the standing Committees.of the Council.
At the Revolution, says Southwell, "Mr Dyve was not 
only admitted in Extraordinary but with particular favour 
to be present at the Debates. Yett it is not remembered 
he ever did any service in that character. wVhatever 
Dyve ’ s sins of omission, the idea was obviously becoming 
established that, just as the Clerks in Extraordinary could 
normally expect promotion to Clerkships in Ordinary, so 
they should be allowed to attend the meetings of the Coun­
cil to get a preview of their future duties. In 1692 Povy 
was admitted, for the same reason that Blathwayt had been 
in 1678: Southwell says, "The next that enter’d in Extra­
ordinary was Mr Povy ... who having serv’d under Mr Blath­
wayt in the Plantation business, Mr Blathwayt obteyn’d 
his admission ... Mr Povy being admitted ... on a
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 9 & iQ.
2. Jacobsen, op.cit., 93-
3. See Chapter 3 above, p. <3%. .
4. B.M. Add. IklSS. 38861, 72.
particular account ... apply'd only to that Businesse, 
till the late erecting of the Councill of Trade and Plan­
tations."^ From this it may be inferred that after the 
erection of the Board of Trade, Povy attended to other 
branches of Council business. Southwell apparently had 
"acted in all parts of the Business" ever since his admiss­
ion as a Clerk Extraordinary in 1593, ovâng especially to
p
Blathwayt’s frequent absences abroad. So it came about 
that the Clerks in Extraordinary attended the Council as 
regularly as the Clerks in Ordinary - Southwell’s own 
record of attendance in 1693/1694 has already been cited.^
It is harder to judge whether or not the practice continued 
beyond Southwell’s time. Perhaps the fact that James 
Vernon Jn. could spend' so much of his time abroad vjhile 
he was a Clerk Extraordinary can be taken as another 
illustration of the decline of the Council’s activity as 
between the reigns of V/illiam and Anne.^
In addition to waiting upon the Council and its 
Committees, and carrying out the normal,office work, the 
Clerks were often given special tasks to do. Legal cases 
before the Council produced various extra jobs: for instance, 
in October 1691 the Clerk in attendance was ordered to alter 
the securities given in the case of Mr. Usher of New
1. B.M. Add. MBS. 38861, 72.
2. Ibid., 73.
3. ibid., 63 r Sind see above p.
4. See above. Chapter 6.
England.7  and on 11 January 1693 Colinge took sureties from
p
a Oapt. Barlow before he was discharged on bail; the
Clerks were instructed to receive papers relating to several
cases - that of the Canary Merchants against their Consul,^
the French congregation and their ministers,^ a riot in 
5Coventry, and the Dunkirk# expedition which was being in­
vestigated by a Committee of CouncilClaims for the 
reward of £1000 offered for the capture of the Duke of 
Berwick in 1696 were ordered to be lodged with the Clerks
7
of the Council. In connection with the case of Sir Rich­
ard Blackburn it was ordered that "the Clerk of the Coun­
cil is to attend ray Lord Chancellor with the paper that 
upon consulting the tivo Chief Justices his Lordship may 
advise His Majesty as to the equity of what is desired
o
by the Petitioner." A more important semi-legal duty of­
ten entrusted to the Clerks of the Council was that of 
examining suspected persons. On 2 April 1680, when Philip 
le Mar, a prisoner in the Marshalsea, complained that he 
had been forced to sign untrue affidavits, Nicholas, (as 
"one of His Majesty’s Justices of the Peace for the County 
of Surrey"), and Blathwayt, were ordered to "immediately
1. P.O. 2/74, 255.
.a. P.O. 2/75, 314.
3. Ibid., 36, 57.
4. Ibid., 328 #
5. P.O. 2/76, 150.
6. Ibid., 199 , 201.
7. Ibid., 332
8. P.O. 2/82, *120.
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repair to the Marshalsea and examine upon oath the said 
Bowing as any other officers relating to the said Prison 
concerning the circumstances and methods that were prac­
ticed to procure the said Philip le Mar to signe the said 
affidavits."^ In October the same year William Bridgeman,
as a J.P. of Middlesex, was sent to Newgate to examine
2 2 Tonge, and took a "large confession" from him. On 1 July
1681 Francis Gwyn was given a warrant to search for and
seize the papers of the Dari of S h a f t e s b u i y A i l e s b u r y
has a version of this incident, in which he says that Gwyn
and Blathwayt (as Undersecretaries in Conway’s office),
were sent to search for papers at Shaftesbury’s house,
and found nothing, "but one of them, as I take it, Mr.
Gwine, who had a more ^uick discernment, told the other
that they should be received ill at Court, and persuaded
the other to go back again," which they did, and discovered
the lists of "Men Worthy" and "Worthy Men. At the time
of the Eye House Plot, Nicholas, Lloyd, and Blathwayt were
all much employed in taking examinations.^ In July 1697
the Lords Justices in Council ordered an examination of
7a French mercha.nt to be taken by Southwell._________________
1. P.C. 2/68, 466.
2. P.C. 2/69, 116.
3. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1680-1681, 48.
4. Ibid., 339. .
3 . Ailesbury,T. Memoirs (1890, Poxburghe Club) 63*
6 . Cal. S.P.Dom. I685,'July-September, 71,74,83,129,137, 
142,146,163,329,412. Ibid., 1683-1684, 43=6.60,
7. Ibid., 1697, 260.
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In May 1680, when the King was taken ill at Windsor, 
a Clerk of the Council was at once sent there to make 
arrangements for messengers to bring news to London twice 
a day.^ In September the same year, when Oates declared 
that the Spanish Ambassador was sheltering tvjelve Irish 
priests "Lord Halifax charged himself to speak with the 
Spanish Ambassador and Mr. Bridgeman was likewise to go
p
to him from the Council on the same errand." In May 1697 
the Clerk of the Council was sent by the Lords Justices 
and Council to wait upon the late Chancellor of the Duchy 
of Lancaster to get the seals of office from him.^ In 
August 1685 the Clerk of the Council had been ordered to 
supervise the transfer of the papers belonging to the office 
of Clerk of the House of Commons from the executors of the 
late Clerk to Mr. Jodrel, the new Clerk.^ These were some 
of the miscellaneous tasks performed by the Clerks of the 
Council.
In spite of the claims made upon their time by atten­
dance upon the Council and Committees, and by such extra 
duties as the Council required of them, it was rare for 
the Clerks of the Council to have no other official employ­
ments. The posts they held in other government departments 
show hovj closely-knit was the administration of the period,
and, in several instances prove what use an ambitious man
1. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1679-1680, 474.
2. Jenkins to Godolphin, 28 September 1680.
Cal. S.P.Dom. 1680-1681, 43.
3. P.C. 2/77, 2. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1697, 142.
4. P.O. 2/70, 33.
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could make of a Clerkship of the Council in furthering
his official career. Charles Montagu was the Clerk of
this period who climbed to the greatest heights, and if
he is an unfair example in that he was in a Clerkship for
only four years and really built his career at the Treasury,
at least the Clerkship had given him a start in official
life. Blathwayt*s career is the best example of the scope,
and the limitations too, for an administrator basing his
official career on a Clerkship of the Council. Blathwayt
had already been serving the Lords of Trade and Plantations
when he came into the Council Office.^ He was to go on
to become their Secretary, Surveyor and Auditor General
of Plantation Revenues, and a member of the Board of Trade
(1696-1707); Under-Secretary to the Earl of Conway (1681-
1683); Secretary at War (1683-1688 and 1690-1704); and
William Ill’s personal secretary in Flanders (1692-1701) ;
- in v/hich position it has been said of him that of the
Englishmen whom William trusted, "the typical figure ...
is William Blathwayt ... who, in a comparatively subordi-
3mate office, had greater powers than any minister." No 
other Clerk became quite so powerful as Blathwayt, but 
Edward Southwell had almost as full a career. Besides his
1. See above, p.^ 'SS .
2. Jacobsen, op.cit., 98, 1>50, 186, 203, 241, 296, 331.
3. Clark, G.N. "The Dutch Alliance and the War against
French Trade. 1 6 88-1697 (1923, Manchester, Historical
Series, XLIÏ;, l44.
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Clerkship he held the offices of Chief Protonotary of Com­
mon Pleas in Ireland; Clerk of the Croivn of the King’s Bench 
of Ireland; joint Commissioner of the English Privy Seal 
(1701 and 1715); and Secretary of State for Ireland - which 
post he took over from his father in 1701, was confirmed 
in for life in 1721, and handed on to his sonW None of 
the Irish appoint.,ments involved much labour, but he also 
served as chief Secretary in Ireland during the second 
Duke of Ormonde’s time as Lord Lieutenant (1703-1707)2 
the chief Secretary or secretary to the Lord Lieutenant 
was then the active member of the Irish administration, 
the Secretary of State for Ireland being usually an absen­
tee, and he vms responsible among other things for manag-
■,5
ing the Irish Parliament. Sir Robert Southwell had been 
Secretary of State for Ireland since 1690, when William 
III revived the office for him, and used him in the cam­
paign of 1690 much as he was later to use Blathwayt in 
Flanders, except that he had a separate Secretary at War 
for Ireland, whereas Blathwayt acted both as his personal 
Secretary of State and as Secretary at War.^ Southwell 
had however abandoned his Clerkship in 1679* Before doing 
so he had been employed as Envoy to Portugal and Brussels,
1. D.N.B.
2. Wood,H. "The Office of Secretary of State for Ireland
and Keeper of the Signet or Privy Seal" P
Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy, XXXVIII, 
(1928/9), 33.
3. H.M.C. Ormonde, n.s. 8, xl.
4. Jacobsen, op.cit., 244-243.
and afterwards he was to go as hnvoj Extraordinary to 
Brandenberg. He was also a Commissioner of Excise (1671) 
and of the Customs (1689 and 1697).^
Another key figure in the seventeenth century admin­
istration was V/illiam Bridgeman, probably the first official 
"Under Secretary."^ He served five Secretaries of State; 
Arlington, vVilliamson, Sunderland, Middleton and Trenchard;^ 
being especially active as Sunderland’s "Secretary to all
IL
turns," and acting as "Register" to the Ecclesiastical 
Commission in the reign of James II. In 1694 he became 
Secretary of the Admiralty, where he showed great organiz­
ing ability: "An administrator pure and simple, with no 
known aptitude for naval affairs when he joined the 
Admiralty, his.tenure of office saw the greatest advance 
in its organization since Pepys’s first Secretaryship."  ^
Among other things he "carried through a complete reorgan- 
ization" of the Admiralty records. As Bridgeman was to
1. D.N.B.
2. Evans, E.M.G. The Principal Secretary o f State 
(192)), Manchester University Press) l6'4.
). Thomson, M.A. The Secretaries of State, 1681-1782,
(19)2, Oxford) T30T
4. Kenyon, J.P. "The Earl of Sunderland and the Revolu-
tion of 1688" C.H.J.,]CI, No.) (19))) 228.
). Ellis, G.A. The Ellis Correspondence (1829), I, 147.
6. Ehrman, J. 'The Navy in the War of William III,
(19)), Cambridge)
7. James, G.E. "Josiah Burchett, Secretary to the Lords 
Commissioners of the Admiralty, 169)^1742". The 
Mariner’s Mirror, XXIII (19)7), 48). See also 
James, G.E. & Sutherland Shaw,J.J. "Admiralty 
Administration and Personnel, 1619-1714"BJ.H.P.,
XIV, (19)6/7) 170.
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Sunderland, so Gwyn was "Lord Rochester's gwine."^ He was 
really more of a politician than an administrator, hut he 
served as a Olerk of the Council from 1679 to 1685, during 
which time he was also Under-Secretary to Conway. Later he 
was to be joint-Secretary of the Treasury under Rochester,
p
(he was appointed as an expert on Irish affairs), and to
go with Rochester to Ireland as his chief Secretary in
1701, when he was made an Irish Privy Councillor.^ During
the Interregnum he acted as Secretary to the Lords Spiritual 
4and Temporal. He was a Commissioner of Public Accounts
in William’s reign;^ a member of the Board of Trade (1711-
171)); and Secretary at War (171)-1714)In Charles II’s
reign he also bought the place of Groom of the Bedchamber
7from Henry Savile. These were all.men who used their 
position as Clerks of the Council as stepping stones to 
better things.
There were others vjho climbed no higher than Clerk­
ships, but even they had other employments as v/ell. Sir
8John Nicholas was also a Clerk of the Signet. When it 
seemed likely in 1686 that he might lose his jobs, Clarendon,
1. D.N.B.
2. Baxter,S.B. The Development of the Treasury,1660-1702
(19)7) 194. T
). Luttrell,N. Brief Relation (18)7) V, 7).
4. P.R.O. S.P. 51/4, Pt. Ill, 214.
). Baxter, op.cit., 19).
6. D.N.B.
7. Cal. S.P.Dom. 168), January-June, 144,16), 2)), 2)4,
)27.
8. Nicholas, D. Mr. Secretary Nicholas (19))) 298.
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then on his way to Ireland, wote to Rochester, "I hope
the King’s displeasure has not appeared towards Sir John,
Nicholas; the two little employments he has are both
together but of very small value ... and both those places
were given him when we were at Bruges. You know there are
few people for whom my father would have been more concerned
had he now been living.But, to judge by his letters,
Nicholas was not ambitious; he often complained of the
tiresomeness of having to attend the Council, and seemed
always to be glad of a chance to leave London for the 
2
country. Richard Colinge was another lesser civil servant. 
He had been secretary to the Sari of Arlington when he was 
Lord Chamberlain: when he was drunk Colinge had told Pepys 
that "his horse was a bribe, and his boots a bribe ; and... 
he was made up of bribes;" when he was sober he had 
proposed to Pepys a project "for all us secretaries to 
join together and get money by bringing all business into 
our h a n d s . H e  held the household office of Clerk of the
5
Robes and Great Wardrobe. vVhen he died, Vernon wrote to
1. Singer, S.W. The Correspondence of ... Earl of
Clarendon and ... Sari "of Rochester "%182B} i, 205•
2. B.M. Egerton"Mss. 2559. Nicholas Papers, Correspon­
dence, VII, 166)-1669, 146v, & passim.
). Pepys, S. Diary, )0 July 1667.
4. Bryant,A. Samuel Pepys (1933-8) I, 114.
). Luttrell,N. Brief Relation (18)7) IV, 240.
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Shrewsbury that "Mr Golinge has left a very inconsiderable 
estate, so that he had the reputation of griping, little 
to the advantage of his h e i r s . S i r  Philip Lloyd too was 
an unsuccessful careerist. He had been pushed into the
p
Clerkship of the Council: "It would be extreme to call
a Clerk of the Council a ruined man. Nevertheless, Sir 
Philip’s career had been severely damaged ... He was still 
in a place where he could bring himself to the attention 
of the King, which meant that his career was not necessar­
ily over. In fact, he did attain prominence in handling 
the Eye House plot. One of the last acts of Charles II 
was to make Sir Philip a Hearthmoney Commissioner, at 
£600 a year, apparently as a reward for this work." But 
for a man of his ability this was not good enough.For 
the careers of the remaining Clerks, Sir Thomas Dolman, 
John Dyves, and the three Musgraves, details are scarce. 
Dyves had apparently been secretary to Sir Robert Ho^mrd,
JjL
Auditor of the Exchequer, when he became a Clerk, and 
Philip and Christopher Musgrave had jobs in the Ordnance 
during the time they were Clerks.^ John Povy was also a 
minor figure, but he had definite connections with Planta­
tion affairs, having begun his career as a Clerk in the
1. James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of 
William III (184IT”"576
2. See above /"p. SM
3. Baxter, op.cit., 224-3.
4. Luttrell,N. Ë3?ief Relation (1857) II, 373*
3. D.N.B.
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Plantation Office about 1680/ There is a pleasant 
glimpse of him in a letter from Blathmyt to Sir Robert 
Southwell in 1682 thanking him for his "kind rememberances 
of the Plantation Office" and continuing, "We are grown 
bigger of late by many volumes, bound methodically up 
together, and Mr Povy, like a St Christopher, wades 
through the deep of that never failing stream. We are
2
labouring, too, as heartily at the Prize Books and papers."
Thus, the careers of six Clerks of the Council of this 
period show the value of the position to the new type of 
professional civil servant in the seventeenth and early 
eighteenth century administration. The careers of all the 
Clerks show how wide was the administrative experience 
at the service of the Privy Council, and how the informal 
contacts of the Prii/y Council Office extended into the 
far corners of the administration. The Clerks in Extra­
ordinary too used their places to further their careers,
■5
and also had interests beyond the Council,^ and even an
Underclerk, John Gauntlett, was a Clerk in the Signet
4
office as well as a servant of the Council. Finally, it 
may be mentioned that Blathwayt, Bridgeman, Dolman, Gwyn, 
Montagu, Philip Musgrave, Christopher Musgrave, Sir
1. Jacobsen, op.cit., 107.
2. Thorpe, T. Catalogue (1834) 414.
3. See above, p. S^\
4. Chamberlayne,E . Angliae Notitia (1682) 193»
Christopher Musgrave, Nicholas, Povy, Sir Robert Southwell 
and Edward Southwell, all sat in the House of Commons 
at different times.
Another aspect of the smallness, and the close rela­
tionships of the seventeenth and early eighteenth century 
administration is illustrated by the family connections 
between the Clerks of the Council. William Blathwayt was
a cousin of John Povy.^ Edward Southwell married Blath-
2
wayt’s daughter. Nicholas speaks of his cousins the Gaunt- 
letts. Sir Philip Lloyd’s Clerk was Edward Lloyd, 
probably a relative. The Southwells and Musgraves each 
had two generations in the Council Office. The network 
of relationships spread beyond the Council, of course.
Sir John Nicholas’s father was the ex-Secretary of State. 
Francis Gwyn was the cousin of the Earl of Conway,
Secretary of State 1681-1682.^ John Povy was the nephew 
of Sir Thomas Povy. Friendly ties existed too in the 
small society of Whitehall. Blathv/ayt’s marriage had
5
been arranged for him by his friend Sir Robert Southwell. 
Sir Robert was a friend of Pepys, who was kind to the 
young Edward Southwell, and after he had entertained him 
during a holiday wrote to his father, "I can’t but thank
1. Jacobsen, op.cit., 107.
2. Ibid., 55.
g. B.M. EgertonfiSS. 2539, 76, 294-, 367 & passim.
4. H.M.C. 36. Ormonde, n.s.5, 571.
5. Jacobsen, op.cit., 53.
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you for the acquaintance you have recommended me to;
and yet I am ready to wish sometimes you had let it alone,
for I can’t put a book or paper into his hand out of a
desire to entertain him but he makes me to sweat with one
confounding question or other before I can get it from
him ... Only today (I thank him) he has used me very
gently upon occasion of two papers I got him to read to
me, the one an acount I have lately received from Algiers
of the whole proceedings ... of the French fleets there ;
the other the Statutes designed by Sir William Foreman
for the government of his new Mathematical School at
Greenwich.Pepys was then aged 52 and at the top of
his career, and Edward Southwell a boy of 15, being thus
early introduced to the ways of the English administration
Sir John Nicholas, after his education at Winchester, was
sent to Paris, where he lived in the house of Sir Richard
2
Browne, the King’s agent there. Blathwayt also had been 
in an embassy abroad, being Clerk to Sir William Temple 
at the Hague (1668-1672) an appointment probably manoeuvr- 
ed for him by his uncle Thomas Povy. To all this might 
be added the political connection of the Clerks. Bridge­
man’ s patron Sunderland recommended him to the borough of
1. Bryant,A. Samuel Pepys,(1955-8) III, 154-5*
2. Nicholas,D. Mr. Secretary Nicholas (1955) 105,193*
3. Jacobsen, op.cit., 67*
7^4-
1 2 Bamber in the election of 1685, and to Droitwich in 1688.
Gwyn*3 patron Rochester got him into the Convention Parlia­
ment as M.P. for Clarendon’s pocket borough of Christchurch.^ 
In Anne’s first Parliament Gauntlett was M.P. at Wilton on
li,
the Earl of Pembroke’s interest♦ Sir Christopher Musgrave
and Edward Nicholas (Sir John’s son) came in for Totnes and 
Shaftesbury as Sir Edward Seymour’s followers.^ Blathwayt, 
on the other hand, was M.P. for Bath on his own interest. 
Edward Southwell sat for the government borough of Rye, 1702 
to 1708.^  Too much should not be made of the Clerks' 
poltical connections, however, as all of them, excepting 
Montagu and Gwyn, but including Blathwayt, were administrators 
first and politicians only incidentally.
A final question that remains to be answered about 
the Clerks of the Council is whether they did their jobs 
well and honestly. It has already been mentioned that the 
Clerks were sometimes excluded when the Council wanted 
to keep its debates secret, but it has also been suggested
1. George, R.H. "Parliamentary Elections and Electioneering 
in 1685" T.R.H.S., 4th series, XIX, (1956) 170.
2. P.R.O. S.P. 44/56, 440.
3. Plumb, J.H. "The Elections to the Convention Parliament
of 1689" C.H.J., V, No.3 (1937) 247.
4. Walcott, R. English Politics in the Early Eighteenth 
Century, (1956, Oxford) 20S.
5. iBfa."212-213.
6. Ibid. 198.
7. Ibid. 189.
S7S
that this practice was dying out in the reign of Charles
II. There is a reference in a letter of queen Anne of 
1698 which might be taken as a reflection on the honesty 
of the Clerks: she said to Sir Benjamin Bathhurst, "this 
is to desire you would get me a copy of an Irish Bill that 
is now before the Councill here, wch is intitled the Bill 
of outlawries and the best way to do it will be to employ 
some body without nameing me, to give a giney or two to 
one of the Clerks of the Councill for it, wch is a thing 
I’me told they will refuse no b o d y . T h i s  however sounds 
more like a semi-legitimate practice for making extra 
money for the Clerks than a serious dereliction of duty 
by selling secret information. Certainly Sir Robert 
Southwell and Francis Gwyn gave Ormonde very full infor­
mation of what happened in Council, but this was in the
nature of private information "to let your Grace know how
2
the public affairs influence your own," and was no more 
than any Privy Councillor might give to a friend. Colinge, 
with his well-known propensity for taking bribes, may 
have fallen for one when in 1696 he altered a Council 
warrant after it had been passed, "whereby it appeared 
that the V/ords For Suspicion of Treason and Treasonable
1. Bathhurst,B. Letters of Two Queens (1924) 241.
2. Sir Robert Southwell’s Memorial bn Public Affairs, 
19 April 1679* H.M.C. 36, Ormonde, n.s.4, Pt.II. 
Appendix to Introduction, xviii.
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Practices were defaced ... By which means Sir Christopher 
Ca1thorpe, who was comitted for not paying the fine en­
joined by Act of Parliament for his second Refusal of the 
Oaths was set at liberty, which was not the Lords Intention 
who signed the said terrant." Colinge blamed his Clerk 
for blotting out the crucial words, but he was suspended 
from his office for a month.^ The Clerks were certainly 
in a position to help or hinder petitioners who came
before the Council. Sir John Nicholas helped various friends 
2
in 1660. The Bishop of London wrote to Edward Southwell 
in May 1709 on behalf of a naval officer’s widow saying,
"The bearer Elizabeth Barter has a Petition to the Queen 
referred by Her Majesty’s order to the Lord High Admiral 
in Mr Musgrave’s waitings she now begs you would manage 
the Report as much to her advantage as you can: And if 
you would be so charitable to do it, if the case will bear 
it, and that you will believe me. Sir, your-most obedient, 
humble, servant..."^  Edward Southwell’s Privy Council 
Memoranda put the^  matter amusing and realistically:
"If the Petition be at the Council Board the friendship 
of the Clerk in waiting is as valuable as three of the 
Councill, for first, Hee will advertise you if the petition 
be rightly worded, 2ndly, Hee will present it in fitt time,
1. P.O. 2/76, 455, 480.
2. Nicholas,L. Mr. Secretary Nicholas (1955) 299.
5. P.O. 1/2, Bundle 9-
*^ 77
and Jrdly, Read itt in such a tone as.’tis very often 
at the reader’s mercy whither a thing shall miscarry or 
succeed. Such help vyas presumably not given for nothing, 
unless out of charity. Even in the ordinary course of 
official business, the Secretary to the Admiralty could 
write to the Clerk of the Council in waiting, "The enclosed 
Memoriall of my Lords of the Admiralty for an Additional 
Declaration of Victualls for 20,000 Men to serve the 
Fleete, I am to desire you will gett read tomorrow at 
Councill." ^
As to the amount of work the Clerks did, something
has been said already, in this Chapter and the one before.
In general, it seems that they earned their livings, for
if there were slack periods in the Council Office, there
were also times of intense activity, especially when there
were busy Committees as well as Councils to be waited
upon. Sir John Nicholas said after the reform of the
Committee system in 1668, "the new modell of Committees
%
findes the Clerks work enough. William Blathwayt wrote 
to the Earl of Conway in June 1683, "I am afraid it will 
not be possible for me to wait on you so soon, the 
Committees wherein I am concerned being yet very frequently
here. The Committees Blathwayt referred to were those
1. B.M. Add. MSS. 38861, 126.
2. Burchett to the Clerk of the Council in waiting, 14
January 1701/2. P.C.l/l,_Bundle 4.
3. B.M. Egerton MSS. 2539, 1)7v.
4. Cal. S.P.Dom. 1683, January-June, 3H*
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investigating the Rye House Plot: at the time of the 
Popish Plot Sir Robert Southwell had declared, on 14 
January 1679, "I have since this new year began never 
wrought less than ten hours a day.Speaking of his 
intention to retire from his Clerkship, Southwell said,
"I get nothing here, nor am I like to get more than down­
right wages, and those casual ... Wherefore I see not in 
the world hov/ I can do better than to sell my places 
towards the discharge of my debts, and take some time 
to look after my health, and cultivate with some care,
repose and comfort (after fifteen years drudgery) the
2
moderate fortune I have." It was the pronouncement of 
a weary man, who was anxious only to retire to his newly 
acquired country estate, but it shows at least, as does 
the whole series of his letters to Ormonde, that the 
Clerkships of the Council were no sinecures.
In conclusion, it may be said that the Clerks of the 
Council were honest, hard-working and efficient. Though 
they got their jobs by influence, at least before promo­
tion vjas accepted as the normal means of rising in the 
profession, none of them was unable to discharge his 
duties. Edward Southwell, in his paper lentitie "How to 
cultivate my Interest against an Opportunity shall happen," 
1isted the great persons whom he should apply to for_______
1. H.M.C. 36. Ormonde, n.s.4, Pt. il, 497.
2. Ibid. 328.
patronage, but be also drew up a scheme of "Preparatory 
things to enable mee in my Business," which involved 
the strictest/study of every branch of Council business.^
A Clerkship was useful in an official career, but even 
those who attained more responsible posts did not neglect 
their work as Clerks. The position itself had some dig­
nity: the Clerks were always appointed as J.P.'s; they 
were ex officio Governors of Queen Anne's Bounty from
the beginning of 1714, and Vernon, Stanyan and Bouthwell
2"Attended many meetings;" on one occasion in this 
period three of them were jointly Commissioner of the 
Privy Seal. In respect of its staff, the Council 
compared well with other departments of government.
1. B.M. Add.MSS. 38861, 64.
2. Savidge,A . The Foundation and Early Years of Queen 
Anne’s Bounty, (19)3) 67.'
3. This was in 1701. Edward Southwell, Christopher Mus­
grave, and James Vernon Jn. were the Clerks appoint- 
ed. P.O. 2/78, 222.
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LISTS AND TABLES
Table I Days of Council Meetings; Charles II
We dnesday Pri day
1579
(9 months) 28 27 9 Sunday
1680 45 30 11 Monday
1681 32 24 14 Thursday
1682 22 21 5 Thursday
1683 26 21 5 Thursday
1684 20 25 3 Thursday
1685 
(1^ months)
5 2 1 (Monday 
(Tuesday
Table II Days of Council Meetings : James II
Friday V/e dnesday Sunday
1685 
(10-| months) 28 15 5
1686 27 5 14
1687 "29 — 9
1688 39 3 21
11
Table III Days of Council Meetings; William III
Thursday
1689 36 21 Monday
1690 39 17 Wednesday
1691 47 7 Monday
1692 51 12 Monday
1693 50 4 Monday
1694 52 11 Sunday & Monday
1695 48 16 Sunday
1696 ■52 20 Monday
1697 43 13 Tuesday
1698 27 8 Tuesday
1699 32 2 Sunday & Tuesday
1700 36 - 3 Tue sday
1701 24 6 Sunday
Table IV Days of Council Meetings : Anne
111
Thursday Sunday
1702 16 13 3 Monday & 
Wednesds
1703 18 9 7 Saturday
1704 25 4 3 Monday
1705 16 9 4 Monday
1705 14 5 4 Monday & 
Tuesday
1707 13 3 8 Monday
1708 12 20 5 Monday
1709 13 16 10 Monday
1710 14 23 5 Monday
1711 6 16 5 Monday
1712 6 6 11 Monday
1713 3 23 16 Monday
1714 
(7 months)
1 7 6 Monday
IV
Table V The names of those who attended Sunday meetings 
of the Privy Council in the reign of Anne.
The list of names for each year is divided into 
three parts, a) those who were in the Cabinet by 
virtue of their offices, (see Chapter 2 above, 
p. 88)5 b) those who v/ere there by their personal 
or political merits ; c) those who were not members 
of the Cabinet.
1703 Queen 
Prince George
Archbishop of Canterbury: Tenison
Lord Keeper: Wright
Lord Treasurer: Godolphin
Lord President: Pembroke
Lord Privy Seal: Normanby
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland: Rochester
Commander-in-chief : Marlborough
Secretary of State : Nottingham
Secretary of State: Hedges
Lord Chamberlain: Jersey
Lord Steward: Devonshire
Master of the Horse: Somerset
Romney
Wharton
Vernon
1704 Queen 
Prince George
Archbishop of Canterbury: Tenison
Lord Keeper: Wright
Lord Treasurer: Godolphin
Lord President: Pembroke
Lord Privy Seal: Normanby
Commander-in-chief : Marlborough
Secretary of State : Nottingham
Secretary of State : Hedges
Lord Chamberlain: Jersey
Lord Steward: Devonshire
Master of the Horse: Somerset
Comptroller of the Household: Seymour
Romney
Carlisle
V1705 Queen 
Prince George
Archbishop of Canterbury: Tenison
Lord Keeper: Wright
Lord Treasurer: Godolphin 
Lord President: Pembroke 
Lord Privy Seal: Normanby/Newcastle
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland: Ormonde
Commander-in-chief : Marlborough
Secretary of State: Hedges
Secretary of State : Harley
Lord Steward: Devonshire
Master of the Horse : Somerset
Smith
1706 Queen 
Prince George
Lord Keeper: Cowper
Lord Treasurer : Godolphin
Lord President: Pembroke
Lord Privy Seal : Newcastle
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland : Ormonde
Commander-in-chief : Marlborough
Secretary of State: Hedges
Secretary of State : Harley
Lord Steward: Devonshire
Master of the Horse: Somerset
1707 Queen 
Prince George
Lord Chancellor : Cowper
Lord Treasurer: Godolphin
Lord President: Pembroke
Lord Privy Seal: Newcastle
Secretary of State : Sunderland
Secretary of State : Harley
Lord Steward: Devonshire
Master of the Horse : Somerset
VI
1708 Queen
Prince George
Archbishop of Canterbury: Tenison
Lord Chancellor: Cowper
Lord Treasurer: Godolphin
Lord President: Pembroke/Somers
Lord Privy Seal: Newcastle
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland: Wharton
Commander-in-chief : Marlborough
Secretary of State : Sunderland
Secretary of State : Harley/Boyle
Secretary of State : Queensherry
Lord Steward: Devonshire
Master of the Horse: Somerset
Mar
Montrose
Loudoun
Seafield
Smith
Holt
1709 Queen
Lord Chancellor: Cowper
Lord Treasurer: Godolphin 
Lord President: Somers 
Lord Privy Seal : Newcastle
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland: Wharton
Commander-in-chief : Marlborough
Secretary of State : Sunderland
Secretary of State: Boyle
Secretary of State : Queensberry
Lord High Admiral: Pembroke/lst Lord of the
Admiralty: Orford
Lord Steward: Devonshire
Master of the Horse: Somerset
vil
1710 Queen
Lord Chancellor: Cowper/Lord Keeper: Hareourt
Lord Treasurer: Godolphin/lst Lord of the
Treasury: Harley 
Lord President: Somers/Rochester 
Lord Privy Seal: Newcastle
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland: Wharton/Ormonde 
Commander-in-chief : Marlborough
Secretary of State : Sunderland/Dartmouth
Secretary of State : Boyle/St.John
Secretary of State : Queensberry
Lord Chamberlain: Shrewsbury
Lord Steward : Devonshire/Buckingham
Master of the Horse: Somerset
1st Lord of the Admiralty: Orford
Poulett
Anglesey
1711 Queen
Lord Keeper: Hareourt
1st Lord of the Treasury: Harley
Lord President : Rochester/Buckingham
Lord.Privy Seal: Newcastle/Bishop of Bristol
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland: Ormonde
Commander-in-chief : Marlborough
Secretary of ..State: Dartmouth
Secretary of State : St.John
Secretary of State : Queensberry
Lord Chamberlain: Shrewsbury
Lord Steward: Buckingham/Poulett
1712 Queen
Lord Keeper: Hareourt
Lord Treasurer: Oxford
Lord President : Buckingham
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland : Ormonde
Secretary of State : Dartmouth
Secretary of State: St.John
Lord Chamberlain: Shrewsbury
Lord Steward: Poulett
1st Lord of the Admiralty: Strafford
Vlll
1713
Hareourt 
Oxford 
Buckingham 
Dartmouth
Queen
Lord Chancellor:
Lord Treasurer:
Lord President:
Lord Privy Seal:
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland: 
Commander-in-chief : Ormonde
Secretary of State : Bolingbroke
Secretary of State: Bromley
Secretary of State : Mar
Shrewsbury
Lord Steward: Poulett
1st Lord of the Admiralty: Strafford
1714 Queen
Lord Chancellor: 
Lord Treasurer: 
Lord President: 
Lord Privy Seal:
Harcourt
Oxford
Buckingham
Dartmouth
Commander-in-chief : Ormonde
Secretary of State : Bolingbroke
Secretary of » State : Bromley
Secretary of State : Mar
Lord Steward: Poulett
1st Lord of the Admiralty: Strafford
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Table VI The names of the persons who attended most Council 
meetings during the reign of Anne.
1702 Queen
Wright )
Somerset) -
Pembroke)
Hedges
Godolphin
Jersey
Prince George) 
Nottingham ) 
RomneyJ _ 
Boyle ) 
Normanby
41
37
35
34
33
29
28
26 Total 41
1703 Queen
Hedges
Pembroke )
Nottingham)
Godolphin
Wright
Normanby)
Jersey )
Prince George
Somerset
Boyle ) _ ^
Granville)
Dartmouth
45
44
43
38
37
36
35
32
28
26 Total 47
1704 Queen
Pembroke)
Hedges )
Normanby
Godolphin
Prince George
Wright
Vernon
Boyle
Granville
Somerset
Harley
39
38
36
35
32
31
28
27
24
23
22 Total 40
X1705
1706
1707
1708
Queen 36
Harley
Wright)
Hedges)
33
32
Prince George 
Godolphin) 
Pembroke )
31
30
Vernon 23
Somerset 22
Mansell 20
Conningsby 
Queen )
18
Cowper) 29
Hedges 28
Godolphin 24
Pembroke 23
Prince George) 
Harley ) 22
Somerset 19
Vernon 16
Kent) 
How ) 13
Queen 33
Godolphin 30
Sunderland 29
Cowper 28
Harley 27
Prince George 25
Coke 23
Kent
Somerset) 
Vernon )
20
18
Boyle 17
Godolphin 
Queen ) 
Sunderland)
49
48
Pembroke 46
Cowper 44
Boyle 41
Somerset 40
Prince George 39
Total 36
Total 31
Total 33
Total 54
XI
1709
1710
1711
1712
Somers 48
Queen 45
Godolphin 44
Boyle 43
Sunderland 41
Cowper 37
Somerset 32
Queensberry 31
Queen 53
Boyle 39
Queensberry 38
Somers 37
Cowper 34
Godolphin
Shrewsbury)
33
Somerset ) - 
Dartmouth )
29
Orford 27
Sunderland 24
Poulett 22
Newcastle) 
Holland ) 21
Queen 31
Dartmouth 30
Buckingham 29
St.John 
Harcourt )
28
Rochester) - 
Poulett )
26
Shrewsbury 24
Oxford 19
Buckingham 34
Dartmouth 33
Poulett 32
Queen 31
Shrewsbury 
Harcourt) 
Oxford )
29
28
St.John 26
Total 52
Total 54
Total 34
Total 34
Xll
1713 Queen
Ormonde
Buckingham )
Bolingbroke)
Dartmouth
Harcourt
Oxford
Poulett
49
48
45
43
40
39
38 Total 49
1714 Harcourt ) 
Dartmouth ) 
Poulett ) 
Bolingbroke) 
Oxford)
Mar )
Queen )
Buckingham) 
Bromley ) 
Ormonde
19
18
17
16 Total 21
(7 months)
Xlll
A P P E N D I X  B 
A NOTE ON TURNER
Mr E.R. Turner intended his work on the Privy Council to he
definitive.^ It has seemed to me, however, that he did not
give adequate consideration to the work of the Council. He
was ahsorhed in the problem of the evolution of the Cabinet,
and used his study of the Privy Council as merely prelimin- 
2
ary to it. This tends to falsify the picture of the 
government as it actually was, making too much of the Cabinet 
and over-emphasising its connections with the Council, while 
neglecting the large amount of practical governmental work 
being done by the Council, up to the end of Anne*s reign at 
least. Possibly the final volume, which Turner intended to 
write, called "King, Cabinet, and Parliament"*^ would have 
done something to correct the proportions of the English 
constitution and government as he depicted it. Some 
objections can also be made to the selection and presentation 
of evidence in both The Privy Council and The Cabinet Council. 
Most points are insufficiently defined, and are so copiously 
illustrated that they lose all touch with chronology.
Dr. Plumb has pointed out the danger of "attempting to describe
a system of cabinet government which was coherent for not one
1. Turner, Privy Council, I, x.
2. Ibid., ix.
3. Turner, Cabinet Council, II, vii.
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but several r e i g n s . I n  the same way, Turner gave only 
one Chapter to the work of the Council from 1660 to 1714; 
which makes too little of variations within that period, and 
does not differentiate it from the earlier seventeenth or 
later eighteenth centuries. Then too, he was apt to over­
formalise the processes and machinery of government, ignoring 
the influence upon its day to day conduct both of politics
and personalities, and detaching it too much from the
2
realities of even administrative pressures. The absence 
of the personal factor is the more surprising as the evidence 
Turner used was if anything too diversified. It is a 
criticism of his work in general that he treats second-hand 
evidence with too much respect. Thus he continually quotes 
the reports of foreign ambassadors and the gossip of English­
men who were on the fringes of power, without regard to the 
degree of accuracy that such writers attained; while on 
the other hand neglecting such excellent primary material 
as the Dartmouth Cabinet memoranda.
One small example of the sort of error that these 
characteristics lead to is Turner's complete misconception 
about what the Clerk of the Privy Council was doing at
1. Plumb, J.H. "The Organization of the Cabinet in the
Reign of Queen Anne" T.R.H.S. 5th series, no.7,
(1957) 155.
2. Ehrman, J. The Navy in the War of V/illiam III (1953,
Cambridge) xx-xxi expresses particularly well the
interdependence of policy, finance, and administration.
3. Plumb, J.H. op. cit., 137.
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Cabinet meetings. He mentions that at a variety of dates
from 1689 to 174-4 "the presence of a clerk of the privy
council - regular enough at a meeting of a committee of the
council - is mentioned or enquired about in connection with
1
meetings of the cabinet council". He fails to make clear
that when Bridgeman attended James II's Cabinets it was
because he was Sunderland's "secretary-to-all-turns", or
that when Clerks of the Council were summoned to attend
Cabinet meetings in Queen Anne's reign it was for the purpose
of passing specific Orders or other acts of the Council :
the Cabinet turned itself into a meeting of the Council, and
the presence of the Clerk clearly distinguished the Privy
Council from the Cabinet - it did not in some metaphysical
sense equate the Cabinet to,a Committee of the Council as
Turner seems to suggest.
Nevertheless, the range of Mr Turner's researches
must be respectfully acknowledged. His books are indeed
2
a "compendium of materials". This has been a discourage­
ment as well as a help, as I have had to go over so much of 
the same material again, and have often found myself 
forestalled in the use of a particular piece of information - 
though I have not always, of course, agreed with Turner in 
the interpretation he attached to it. The existence of
1. Turner, Cabinet Council, I, 390 - 391.
2. Grose, C.L. Bibliography of British History, 1660-1750.
(1939, University of Chicago^ïress, Illinoisj 3^ •
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Mr Turner's v/orks has obliged me to tackle a longer period 
for this study than might otherwise have seemed necessary, 
but they have enabled me to concentrate my attention more 
closely upon the official records, and select private papers, 
instead of ranging widely among the lesser materials - for 
some mention of the Privy Council is to be found in almost 
every collection of State Papers and personal papers of the 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
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B I B L I O G R A P H Y
1) MANUSCRIPT SOURCES
a) Public Record Office
b) British Museum
c) Bodleian Library
d) Berkshire County Record Office,
Reading
2) PRINTED MTERIALS
3) LATER WORKS
XVI11
1) IvlANUSCRIPT SOURCES
a) The Public Record Office
Privy Council
P.C. 2/68 - 2/84
The Privy Council Register, 1679-1714.
The Register is an entry book of proceedings 
in Council, combining minutes of meetings 
with the text of Reports, papers etc. 
received by the Council, and Orders, letters 
etc. sent out by it. Some Committee minutes 
are included in the Register.
P.O. 4/1
Privy Council Ivlinutes, 1670-1709.
These minutes are in effect rough drafts of 
the Register. (They are discussed in 
Chapter 8, above, p.k-17)
P.C. 1/1 & 1/2
The Unbound Papers of the Privy Council.
Bundles 1-13? Non-Colonial Papers, 
1481-1817, chiefly 1698-1703
Bundles 14-45, Non-Colonial Papers,
1695-1799, chiefly 1783-1799
These are miscellaneous papers, such as 
petitions, copies of Orders, etc. that were 
formerly kept in the Council Office. Many 
are said to have been destroyed in the 
'Whitehall fire of 1698, (see P.R.O. Round • 
Room, Catalogue of the Unbound Papers of 
the Privy Council, Introductory Note).
Those that have survived are not in very 
good condition.
XIX
P.C. 5/1 - 5/4
Plantation Books, 1678-1718
(see also, C.O. 391/1-8, Journal of the 
Committee for Trade and Plantations,
1675-1696).
P.C. 6/2
The Register of the Committee for Irish 
Affairs, 1689-1691.
This is a similar hook to the Council Register. 
(It is discussed in Chapter 2, above, p.57).
State Papers
The follov\ring are the volumes of the State 
Papers that I have found most useful.
8.P. 45/1
Council Office Minutes and Memoranda, 1696-1735.
S.P. 44/72
Precedent Book, Charles II-George II.
S.P. 45/8
Precedent Book, 1706-1780.
S.P. 44/56
Entry Books, Unclassified, Secretary of 
State's Letters, 1679-1688.
s.p. 44/97
Secretaries' Letter Books, 1688-1690.
s.p. 31/1 - 31/5
State Papers, Domestic, James II.
XX
s.p. 8/1 - 8/18
King William's Chest, 
s.p. 47/1 - 47/3
State Papers, Channel Islands, 1671-1732
b) British Museum
Official Papers 
Add MSS. 15643
Add MSS. 5756
Add MSS. 36856
Hargrave MSS.321
Stowe MSS. 562
The Register of the Committee of 
Intelligence, 1679-1682. (see 
Chapter 2, above, p.47),
Original Documents relating to 
Parliament, the Courts of Law, 
Privy Council, etc.
(156-164, copies of warrants for 
payments to Council officials). 
Collection relating to the 
procedure of Parliament etc.
(59, 60, remarks about the 
Committee system and the method 
of summoning the Council in the 
early 17th century).
Collections relating to Law, 
Trade, Revenue etc.
(621, on the office of Lord 
President).
Household Ordinances of Charles
II.
(These include references to the 
Council Chamber etc.)
Private Papers
i) Clerks of the Council 
Blathwayt
Add MSS. 37991- Blathwayt's Letter Books.
37992 (Por the time he was personal 
Secretary to King William in 
Planders).
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Bridgeman
Lansdowne MSS. 1152 A & B Bridgeman's 
Collections of State Papers 
and Admiralty Papers. 
(Include notes of examina­
tions taken after Monmouth's 
Rebellion).
Nicholas
Egerton MSS. 2539-2540 Corresnondence, 1665-
1726
(Many references to his 
work as a Clerk of the 
Council).
Egerton MSS. 2543 Miscellaneous Historical
Documents, 1661-1766.
(Including details of the 
1668 regulation of 
Committees and the appear­
ance of the Seven Bishops 
before the Council).
Egerton MSS. 2558 Personal Memoranda of Sir
Edward Nicholas. (Sir 
John Nicholas's personal 
, accounts are included).
Southwell
Add MSS. 34349 Privy Council Routine, 1692-
1695.
(This volume contains the 
"Kalendar", "Rules and 
Observations", and "Powers of 
the Counci11 Board").
Add MSS. 34350 Privy Council Notes, 1693-1694.
("Questiones in Consilio 
Agitata").
Add MSS. 34358 Tracts on the Mint.
(A few letters and notes of 
interest).
Add MSS. 34773- Southwell Correspondence,
34774 1683-1711.
Add MSS. 35107 Privy Council Memoranda, 1660-
1708
(Mostly copies of minutes and 
Orders).
Add MSS. 38142 Sir Robert Southwell's Report
on Coleman's Correspondence.
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Add MSS. 38847 Southwell Papers, 1677-1704.
(A few things of interest)
Add MSS. 38861 Privy Council Memoranda, 1540-
1718.
(Southwell's "Mixt Notes" etc.) 
Egerton MSS.1628 The Diary of the Hon. Edward
Southwell, 1659-1699 
(Not very full).
Vernon
pondence, 1702-1703.
(Some of Vernon's letters 
from Denmark).
Correspondence 1704-1754. 
Vernon's Pee Book, 1699-1702. 
(76-80, personal accounts of 
James Vernon, Jn.)
Memoirs of James Vernon Jn.
Add MSS. 28911-
28913
Add MSS. 40776
Add MSS. 40784
Add MSS. 40794
ii) Others
Add MSS. 18730
Add MSS. 29591
Add MSS. 40778
Add MSS. 40781
Add MSS. 40785- 
40786
Diary of the Earl of Anglesey, 
1675-1684.
Hatton-Pinch Papers 
(Nottingham's "Secret Committee" 
notes).
Vernon's Letter Book, 1697.
Vernon's "Privy Council"
Minutes, (see Chapter 2, above, p.83).
Egerton 1627 The Diary of Philip Maddox,
1679-1687.
Egerton 3327, 3329-3337 Leeds Papers, Special
and General Correspondence.
Egerton MSS. 3361 Leeds Papers, "The Interreg­
num" (see Chapter 4, above, 
p. 13S' ).
Harleian MSS.5417 "Caesarea, or a Discourse on
the Island of Jersey".
Sloane MSS. 4068 (250-251 Memoir of the Earl
of Pembroke).
Loan 29/9 Portland Papers, Harley's Cabinet .
Minutes, 1704-1708 (see 
Chapter 2, above, p.88).
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Loan 29/10 Portland Papers, Harley's Memoranda <y
Minutes. (Supplementary to 
those above).
c) Bodleian Library
Carte MSS. 38-40, 47, 50, 59-60, 66, 68-70, 
72, 76-77, 79, 98, 104, 118.
Ormonde and Southwell letters and 
papers.
d) Berkshire County Record Office, Reading
Trumbull MSS. The Diary of Sir William Trumbull
May-October, 1697.
Notes made by Sir William 
Trumbull at meetings of the 
Cabinet, 1695-1697. (see 
Chapter 2, above, p.67).
Agenda of Cabinet Meetings.
(but see Chapter 1, above, p.27).
XXIV
2) PRINTED MATERIALS^
Calendars of State Papers, Domestic.
Calendars of Treasury Books.
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Series 17- House of Lords 
20. Dartmouth 
29. Portland 
36. Ormonde
45. Buccleuch (Montagu House)
58.' Bath 
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75. Downshire
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Airy, 0. Burnet's History of My Own Time
(1900, Oxford).
Poxcroft, H.C. A Supplement to Burnet's History
of My Own Time Ti902, Oxford).
Chamberlayne, E. Angliae Notitia or the Present State 
of England : together with divers reflections 
upon the ancient state thereof (I6U9 etc.)
Cowper, W. The Private Diary of William first Earl 
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ed. Hawtrey, E.C. ”'(1833, Eton) .
Coxe, W. Private and Original Correspondence of 
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Dalr.7mple, Sir John Memoirs of Great Britain and 
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1 6 8 9 - 1 6 9 3 11898')';----- ----------------- -------
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James, G.P.R. Letters Illustrative of the Reign of 
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TÏMÏ71 ------------------^
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Lansdowne, the Marquis of The Petty-Southwell 
Correspondence, 1676 to”"l6875 edited from the 
Bowood Papers (Ï9I8I
Luttre11, N. A Brief Relation of State Affairs, 
from September 1BT8”to April I714.
■(1857, OxfordT:
North, R. Lives of the Norths (ed. 1826).
Sidney, H. Diary of the Times of Charles II, by 
the Hon* Henry Sidney, af^ terwards Earl of 
Romne.7, Including his correspondence with the 
Countess of Sunderland, To which are added 
Lettéfs Illustrative of the Times of James II 
and William III ed. Blencowe, R.W. (1843)•
Singer, S.W. The Correspondence of Henry Hyde, 
Earl of Clarendon and of his brother Lav/rence 
Hyde, Earl of Rochester: with the Diary of
Lord Clarendon, l687-l?90l%l82B7T
Thompson, E.M. Correspondence of the Pamily of 
Hatton, being chiefly letters addressed to 
Christopher Viscount Hatton, 1601-1704• 
XIFtBTC.S. ' n.s: XXII & XXIII ).
Wood, A. The Life and Times of Anthony Wood,
antiquary of Oxf ord, 1632-l"695, described by 
himself ed. Clark, A. (1891-1900, Oxford).
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